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LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


Waste of time 

Graham Bash is quite right in regarding 
Respect as a waste of time and energy 
(‘Another cul de sac’ Weekly Worker 
February 12). 

However, comrade Bash, in his en¬ 
thusiasm to rebuild the Labour Party, has 
not come up with any radical strategy 
to bring this about. He is telling us what 
should be but not how it can be 
achieved. Phil Maguire’s letter in the 
same edition is more enlightening: “As 
a consequence, the real immediate task 
facing communists and revolutionary 
socialists is to help to found a leftwing 
alternative to Respect - an alliance where 
the principles of revolution, republican¬ 
ism and socialism are not horse-traded 
by opportunists, sectarians and career¬ 
ists.” 

I think comrade Maguire is on the 
right track. It’s time to leave the Social¬ 
ist Workers Party sect behind and to 
begin to build a democratic movement 
which will fight to bring about a demo¬ 
cratic revolution and establish a demo¬ 
cratic and secular republic. It’s time for 
the whole of the left to put aside it’s dif¬ 


ferences and campaign for the destruc¬ 
tion of this monarchical system. With 
the establishment of a republic we can 
correct the democratic deficit and de¬ 
velop the struggle towards a socialist 
republic. 

JohnJones 
Canterbury 

Drugs 

While agreeing with Eddie Ford’s 
analysis of legalising drugs, I was 
struck by his question asking about 
the last time the police raided a valium 
den (‘Send the right message - legalise 
all drugs’ Weekly Worker February 5). 
Indeed, when was the last time?! 

The scare-mongering tactics in try¬ 
ing to stop people from taking illegal 
drugs is laughable and hypocritical, es¬ 
pecially when considering that a quar¬ 
ter of all ‘legal’ drugs prescribed on the 
NHS are for psychiatric treatment. 

How many people are hooked on 
psychiatric drugs? An article in The 
Guardian last week reports that the 
Chief Medical Officer plans a crack¬ 
down to reduce dependence. GPs are 
still dolling out ‘mother’s little helpers’ 
like sweets. I mean, consider this: 12mil- 
lion prescriptions are issued by GPs in 
England alone and it is believed that 
there are one million long-term users. 


But what is commonly not explained to the 
user is that the drugs they have been pre¬ 
scribed can be highly addictive. Look in 
any dictionary of drugs and you will find 
page after page of side effects. 

Where is the information explaining the 
dangers of addiction (you can become 
addicted in as little as two weeks!)? Where 
is the public money educating people 
about the risks of long-term addiction? 
The only organisations which produce 
useful and objective advice are mental 
health charities like Mind and other grass¬ 
roots, user-led groups such as Survivors 
Speak Out, etc. 

But then, if people were given choices 
regarding their treatment and objective 
information about addiction, where would 
that leave the pharmaceutical companies 
who make millions off the backs of suffer¬ 
ing? 

Take the pharmaceutical company, Eli 
Lilly, which has recently been ordered 
to stop taking patients in a drug trial for 
the new antidepressant, dueoxetine 
(will be known as Cymbalta). Five pa¬ 
tients have committed suicide whilst in¬ 
volved in the trial, yet Eli Lilly refutes 
the allegation that dueoxetine was any 
way to blame, even though the patients 
had been prescribed over the therapeu¬ 
tic amount. Will there be a public in¬ 
quiry into these deaths? Probably not, 
as trying to make pharmaceutical com¬ 


panies accountable or responsible for 
what they do is usually extremely dif¬ 
ficult. The fact that drug companies 
can test these drugs in secret and are 
not open to public scrutiny is a dis¬ 
grace. 

The government is obsessed with its 
‘war on drugs’ and criminalising people 
who get caught up in it. This ‘war’ is rid¬ 
dled with contradictions, bearing in mind 
that there are thousands of people strung 
out and completely hooked on legal 
drugs, but I don’t see the government 
getting tough with the pharmaceutical 
companies. But that’s wishful thinking 
on my part! 

Given the choice between the latest 
psychoactive concoction and a spliff, 
then pass me the Rizzlas, comrade! 

Louise Whittle 

email 

Creche crisis 

Over the past year, I have been unable 
to attend two People’s Assemblies 
against the war, the national conference 
on the Palestinian right to return, the 
annual trades councils conference, and 
the founding conference of Respect, as 
a result of the failure to provide a creche. 
In one case (trades councils), the prom¬ 
ised creche was scrapped at the last 
moment; the others never even planned 


to have one. 

I am extremely angry about this. Be¬ 
yond that, I am almost in despair. If our 
comrades no longer see the need to 
plan for inclusive events, what hope 
do we have of winning the debate on 
this beyond our own ranks? Are we 
condemned to fight this battle again 
and again every few years? Of course 
I welcome the fact that large numbers 
of young people and new activists are 
moving into our struggles, and taking 
leading roles. But we have to ensure 
that this is not at the cost of the im¬ 
portant lessons that we have collec¬ 
tively learned from nearly 40 years of 
struggle. 

I hope that many of you will write to 
the Stop the War Coalition to protest at 
its discriminatory decision not to provide 
a creche for the February 28 annual con¬ 
ference, and that, even now, we will be 
able to get this changed to enable the 
attendance of those of us (and I can’t be 
die only one) widi childcare responsibili¬ 
ties. 

Roland Ranee 

email 

Editor’s note: Part of comrade Ranee’s 
letter published last week (February 12) 
was cut in error. We apologise for this 
and are happy to publish here the miss¬ 
ing paragraphs. 


Where next for PCSU dispute? 

CPGB member Lee Rock is the Public and Commercial Services Union London regional organiser for 
department of work and pension (DWP) staff. Peter Manson asked him about the February 16-17 strike 


W hat is your estimation of 
the success of the 
walkout? 

I was on the picket line for both days 
and I would say it’s gone veiy well. Ac¬ 
cording to headquarters, in terms of our 
membership in the department of work 
and pensions we’ve had somewhere 
between 85% and 90% out. Membership 
itself has increased from 85,000 to 90,000 
in the run-up to the strike. 

Management are saying that 25% of 
all staff turned up for work, so, since we 
have only 70% union membership, and 
taking into account annual leave, sick 
leave, etc, drere must be close to 100,000 
on strike. 

How effective has the action been? 

Well. I was outside one job centre, 
which I think is typical. Out of 150 staff, 
120 hadn’t turned up for work. Five of 
the 30 working were managers, another 
five casual staff and just 20 out of about 
140 lower grade staff crossed the picket 
line. 

There were six security guards on the 
door alongside management. The office 
was open, but there was no signing on, 
no new claims, no appointments. Ninety 
percent of claimants were being turned 
away. It was possible to do a job search 
with the help of one of the scabs, who 
might be able to submit applications. 
The Socialist Party-dominated 
leadership has claimed that its 
decision to call off the previous 
DWP strike, due for January 29-30, 
demonstrated that the union was 
bending over backwards to be 
reasonable and has bolstered 
support for this week’s action. Do 
you think they are right? 

No, it hasn't built up extra support. In 
fact a small number of people who were 
angry or frustrated at the calling off 
didn’t back the strike this time, hi a few 
cases we found it harder to persuade 
people whose attitude had hardened 
against the union leadership. But that 



is marginal. 

This week is half-term in many parts 
of the country and many of our mem¬ 
bers take leave to coincide with their 
children being off school (remember, 
70% of our members are female and pri¬ 
mary carers). So the numbers not at 
work are probably greater than they 
would have been at the end of Janu¬ 
ary. 

I’ve spoken to loads of reps, but 
have not come across anyone who’s 
reported increased support for the 
strike compared to last time. But there 
are reports of very small numbers who 
were ready to strike then but are now 
saying the union isn’t serious. So, al¬ 
though the postponement had little im¬ 
pact on the numbers, it has put the 
question in the minds of some members 
about how serious the executive are. 
Do you think the leadership stood 
firm during the negotiations? 

The problem with the negotiations was 
that management’s revised offer only 
concerned the proposed appraisal 
scheme and they refused to discuss our 


pay claim - a position they maintained 
when the union side met with them, which 
caused negotiations to break down 
straightaway. So why call off the action on 
that basis? 

Was there solid support for this 
week’s action in the driving standards 
agency? 

DSA clerical staff were on strike on Feb¬ 
ruary 16 and driving instructors joined 
them the following day. Support was not 
quite as strong, but still pretty impressive. 
But the numbers involved are tiny com¬ 
pared to those in the DWP. 

What happens next? 

Our overtime ban and work-to-rule was 
due to start on February 18. The first is 
relatively easy to operate, but it’s more 
difficult to make a work-to-rule effective. 
For example, it is not always clear what 
work is strictly applicable to a particular 
grade, so it’s important to issue clear guide¬ 
lines. Then you have to decide what is a 
‘reasonable instruction’ from manage¬ 
ment. We have to find imaginative ways 
of ensuring the action bites. 

Isn’t there is a danger of demoralisa¬ 
tion when members are asked to 
work in a particular way as individu¬ 
als, in isolation from what everybody 
else is doing? 

In our job it’s hard, because you’re on the 
front line, dealing with the public. An ef¬ 
fective work-to-rule has to be disruptive, 
but, when queues build up, so does the 
pressure on members. If they feel threat¬ 
ened, they can legitimately withdraw un¬ 
der health and safety mles, but that’s only 
if people have the collective confidence 
to do that. The normal reaction of people 
when they have a lengthening queue of 
claimants is to cut comers in order to get 
the queue down - you can see them right 
in front of you. 

Are you aiming to win support from 
the claimants themselves? 

Unfortunately there are very few well or¬ 
ganised claimant groups at the moment. 
Back in the 90s there was a whole network 


around the job seekers’ allowance cam¬ 
paign the union organised, but today 
there are very few claimants groups 
around. 

Although claimants are generally sup¬ 
portive, it’s difficult to get them as unor¬ 
ganised individuals to behave in a way 
which is aimed at complementing our 
action. Of course claimants who come 
into the job centre once a fortnight can 
see the pressure our members are under, 
but our movement has just not organ¬ 
ised them. And of course we don’t want 
to get ourselves into a position where 
anger is being directed at our members, 
but it’s very difficult to make a work-to- 
rule effective without the danger of that 
happening. 

Taking into account these kind of 
difficulties, where is the dispute 
going? 

On Saturday March 6, there is a delegate 
meeting in Leeds to discuss the cam¬ 
paign. The problem is that the executive 
are not taking motions, so this will be 
more like a forum. We will be able to ex¬ 
press our views on the way forward and 
any disagreements we have with the con¬ 
duct of the dispute, but there will be no 
votes. There are two difficulties about 
that. Firstly, it doesn’t involve the mem¬ 
bership properly, because there's no need 
to call branch meetings to pass motions. 
Secondly, the views of delegates can be 
ignored or misinterpreted. A proper con¬ 
ference would cany a lot more weight. 

Another problem is that there is un¬ 
certainty over whether we need to 
reballot before we can call further strike 
action. That became clear when a ques¬ 
tion on the matter was put to our national 
president at the London rally on Febru¬ 
ary 16. That would explain why in the 
latest circular building the action there 
was no mention of further strike days - 
only the overtime bait and work-to-mle. 

Unfortunately the PCSU rallies, which 
were called in every major city, were 
poorly attended. Only 150 came to the 


London event out of about 9,000 mem¬ 
bers on strike. In Sheffield there were 45 
and in south Wales a rally addressed by 
Mark Serwotka, the general secretary, 
also pulled in less than 50. This is wor¬ 
rying, because our activist base is larger 
than those figures would imply. 
Another worry, surely, is that people 
go back to work after two days and 
start to question whether it was 
worth it when management don’t 
immediately cave in. 

Alliance for Workers’ Liberty comrades 
are talking about moving from two days 
to a three-day strike, while others are 
advocating a rolling regional action. That 
could be spread over a two-week period, 
so that the gap between actions would 
be less. The downside is that it might be 
viewed as a de-escalation, from national 
to regional. 

The problem with having a gap be¬ 
tween strikes is that we are almost into 
the 2004 pay round with no resolution 
to the 2003 claim in sight. In March it will 
be 12 months since the claim was lodged. 
Also does the excellent support for this 
week’s strike mean that members are re¬ 
ally up for a fight or are they just having 
a kick at management over pay, appraisal 
and other issues? 

Don’t forget, most of our members are 
low-paid with no savings to fall back on. 
They already have overdrafts and credit 
card limits, so it is a genuine sacrifice to 
take two days’ industrial action. 

How does this week’s strike tie in 
with action across other depart¬ 
ments? 

The department of constitutional affairs 
executive recommended by a narrow 
majority acceptance of the latest (highly 
unsatisfactory) offer. The home office, 
prison service and treasury solicitors 
disputes also look like settling, but the 
office for national statistics has just voted 
massively to reject their pay offer and will 
be balloting shortly for industrial 
action • 
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SWP loses 
its allies 


O ver recent weeks, the Socialist 
Workers Party’s ‘anti-capitalist’ 
front, Globalise Resistance, has 
had to update its website rather fre¬ 
quently, because of a string of resigna¬ 
tions. As GR has no real local 
organisation, this steering group is the 
only body with some life in it that exists 
independently of the mother ship. 

First to go was Jeremy Dewar from 
Workers Power. Why WP ever joined in 
the first place is beyond me: it certainly 
did not play any significant role. But it 
did help GR portray itself as more than 
yet another SWP front. More seriously, 
the four most prominent non-SWPers 
on the GR executive all resigned last 
week. They cite in particular the SWP’s 
undemocratic shenanigans in the Euro¬ 
pean Social Forum. Nick Dearden, glo¬ 
bal justice officer of the NGO War on 
Want, was always the most likely to exit. 
He was the only person left who repre¬ 
sented something other than the SWP, 
rather than simply being listed as an ‘in¬ 
dependent’. 

However, the other resignations are 
equally serious: Naima Bouteldja is a 
member of Just Peace, the Muslim Pro¬ 
gressive Network. Like Omar Waraich, 
who used to be the School of Oriental 
and African Studies student union’s 
black officer and now chairs the SOAS 
Palestine Society, she spoke on behalf 
of GR at numerous public meetings 
around the country. Naima has been 
heavily involved in the ESF process 
right from the start, attending most of the 
international assemblies across Europe. 
Comrade Waraich played a major role in 
the anti-war movement. Having been 
nominated by the SWP for the Stop the 
War Coalition executive, he was sent 
around the world, speaking at dozens of 
anti-war protests. He had a very close 
relationship indeed with the SWP. 

As did Asad Rehrnan, whose exit will 
perhaps be the most damaging for the 
SWP. Asad used to be events manager 


for Amnesty International and repre¬ 
sents the Newham Monitoring Project 
on the STWC executive. Over the last 
two years, he acted as an SWP ally at 
dozens of STWC and ESF meetings. To 
be honest, I always suspected he was 
an SWP member, though he was mark¬ 
edly less sectarian than Chris Nineham 
and co. Although he has been travelling 
in Asia for the last few months, he made 
sure that his signature was on the resig¬ 
nation letter. 

These departures come at a time when 
the SWP is under considerable strain. 
Because the SWP has no programme it 
simply follows and adapts to what it 
thinks will bring recruits and now votes. 
That can mean going two ways at once. 
In the ESF the SWP cuddles up to Ken 
Livingstone and Socialist Action, while 
at the same time hying to convince Eu¬ 
ropean youth of its r-r-revolutionary cre¬ 
dentials. In Respect it does everything 
to keep George Galloway sweet and play 
the role of thoroughgoing reformists 
who surely cannot be expected to call 
for open borders or a workers’ repre¬ 
sentative living on a worker’s wage. 

It is unfortunate that comrades Reh- 
man et al have chosen not to openly 
fight against the SWP’s undemocratic 
antics in either GR or the STWC. They 
did not publish their resignation letter, 
though I understand that they were not 
too upset when it leaked and have no 
objections to the Weekly Worker print¬ 
ing it. Nor did they rebel against the 
SWP’s sectarian manoeuvres, and there¬ 
fore missed an opportunity to point the 
way to a more democratic left. This is a 
pity, as undoubtedly political struggle is 
the best way to gain clarity all round. 

All foui' of them are now heavily in¬ 
volved in the preparations for the newly 
formed Radical Activist Network, which 
will have its first public outing on March 
5. While it is still a very new and loose 
formation with no structures or pro¬ 
grammes set in stone, the comrades 


seem to have taken in the (mainly nega¬ 
tive) lessons from their experience of 
working with the SWP. In their invita¬ 
tion to the March 5 meeting they an¬ 
nounce agreement with three 
well-meaning, if rather vague and class¬ 
less, “principles”. Opposition to all 
“forms of oppression, exploitation and 
domination in society, which dehuman¬ 
ise people, destroy our natural environ¬ 
ment and reduce life to a system of 
economic values" and "a belief that radi¬ 
cal and sustainable social change can 
only be achieved through collective, 
grassroots organisation based on soli¬ 
darity, equality, democracy, openness 
and respect for others”. To this they add: 
“a rejection of top-down, hierarchical 
and authoritarian models of political or¬ 
ganisation”. 

Rather than criticising the SWP for 
its particularly perverse and bastard¬ 
ised method of ‘democratic central¬ 
ism’ , the comrades throw out the baby 
with the bathwater and reject political 
parties per se. However, they seem 
genuinely interested in building a new 
and inclusive organisation. That at 
least opens the possibility of serious 
and frank discussions. Who knows, 
they might even come to recognise 
that a party of the working class is the 
only vehicle that can really wage the 
organised fight for a society of “soli¬ 
darity, equality, democracy, openness 
and respect for others” • 

Tina Becker 

Respect 

events 

Firefighters: Saturday February 2 1 , 

1.30pm to 3.30pm, national meeting 
- Malet Suite, 2nd floor, ULU, Malet 
Street, London WC1. 

Canterbury: Saturday February 2 1 , 
4.30pm, Canterbury Environment 
Centre. 

Sheffield: Sunday February 22, 
7.30pm, Showroom Cinema. Room 
5, Paternoster Row. 

Bristol: Monday February 23,7pm, 
Centre for the Deaf, Kings Square, 
Bristol. 

Manchester: Monday February 23, 
6.30pm. Council Chambers, Student 
Union, Manchester University. 
Walthamstow: Monday February 
23, 7.30pm - public meeting, Asian 
Centre, 18a Orford Road. 

Haringey and Enfield: Tuesday 
February 24, 7.30pm, West Indian 
Community Centre, Clarendon 
Road, London N8 (off Turnpike 
Lane). 

Sheffield: Tuesday February 24, 
7pm, auditorium, student union, 
Sheffield University. 

Leeds: Wednesday February 25, 
7.30pm, Rupert Beckett lecture thea¬ 
tre, Leeds University. 

North Norfolk: Thursday February 
26, 7.30pm, Sherringham Commu¬ 
nity Centre, Sherringham. 

Norwich: Thursday February 26, 
7.30pm, Russell Street Community 
Centre, Russell Street, Norwich. 
Kensington and Chelsea: Thurs¬ 
day February 26,7.30pm, Padding¬ 
ton Arts Centre, Woodfield Road, 
London W9. 

West London: Thursday February 
26,7.30pm - joint convention (Ken¬ 
sington and Chelsea; Hammersmith 
and Fulham; Westminster), Pad¬ 
dington Arts Centre, Woodfield 
Road, W9. 

Cambridge: Thursday February 26, 
8pm, Keynes Hall, King’s College, 
Cambridge University. 

York: Friday February 27, 6.30pm, 
Langwith 047, York University. 
Ealing and Hillingdon: Sunday 
February 29, 4pm, Dominion Cen¬ 
tre, Southall. 

Manchester: Sunday February 29, 
lpm to 5pm, Great Hall, Manches¬ 
ter Town Hall, Albert Square. 


Resignation letter 

Dear steering committee 

With regret we announce our immediate resignation from the GR steering com¬ 
mittee. We are sure that many of you will have suspected our deep dissatisfac¬ 
tion with tine organisation for some time, so we would like to clearly lay out our 
reasons for resignation. 

It is no secret that GR is dominated and controlled by the SWP. Nor is it a 
reason, we believe, not to appreciate that it has been a vibrant organisation, 
which has carried out many inspired national and international actions and 
forged many new working relationships. This, of course, is why we became 
involved in the first place. 

More recently, however, GR has taken on a rather more specific persona. It 
has become the mechanism through which the SWP engages with the Euro¬ 
pean Social Forum process. Far from being an active, grassroots group incor¬ 
porating different perspectives, as it claims to be, with some natural tensions 
cropping up from time to time, GR has come to represent a veiy specific agenda. 
The agenda has not been endorsed by the steering committee and it seems to 
us one which is primarily aimed at increasing the profile of the SWP within the 
movement. 

While of course we have had concerns about this for some time, last year we 
sat through many meetings where we not only disagreed with GR but actively 
opposed its line, as iterated through leading members of the SWP being in¬ 
creasingly the only public representatives of GR. Within the ESF and more 
widely, we believe, the SWP has followed a course which endangers the proc¬ 
ess as a whole and is proving detrimental to the building of a pluralistic move¬ 
ment capable of radical action in the UK. As the ESF process gathers momentum 
in London, the situation is simply untenable for us, and we no longer feel able 
to lend our support, by being on the steering committee, to GR’s position. 

None of this means we will not continue to keep cordial relations with, hope¬ 
fully, all of you. We continue to recognise that GR has a role in the movement, 
and we look forward to working with you on various actions and projects which 
come up. We think it is more honest and more effective to do that from a posi¬ 
tion outside of GR. 

Best wishes 

Naima Bouteldja, Nick Dearden, Asad Rehman, Omar Waraich 


ACTION 


London Communist Forum 

Sunday February 22, 5pm - ‘Communist League - road to party’, using August 
Nimtz’s Marx and Engels - their contribution to the democratic breakthrough 
as a study guide. 

Diorama Arts Centre, 34 Osnaburgh Street, London NW1 (nearest tubes: Re¬ 
gents Park, Great Portland Street). 

Labour democracy 

Campaign for Labour Party Democracy annual general meeting, Saturday Feb¬ 
ruary 21,1 lanWlpm, Conway Hall. 

Argentina Solidarity Campaign 

Annual general meeting, Sunday February 22,3.30pm, the Sols Amis, 65 Hamp¬ 
stead Road, London NW1. 

Embassy picket 

Israel out of the occupied territories. Free the refuseniks. For a Palestinian state 
with the same rights as Israel. 5.30pm to 7pm, Monday February 23, Israeli em¬ 
bassy, Kensington High Street/Kensington Court (nearest tube: High Street 
Kensington). 

Committee for Two States, PO Box 28124, London SE6 4WS; 07748 185553; 
outnow @ actionforsolidarity.org.uk 

Stop the bill 

Lobby of parliament to oppose Asylum and Immigration Bill, Tuesday Febru¬ 
ary 24, 2pm. Assemble St Stephens Gate, Westminster. 

Supported by Committee to Defend Asylum Seekers, National Coalition of Anti- 
Deportation Campaigns, Respect, Socialist Alliance and many more. 

CD AS: 07941 566183; info@defend-asylum.org 

Unite Against Fascism 

Rally, Wednesday February 25, 7pm, Astoria, Charing Cross Road, London 
WC1. www.uaf.org.uk 

Stop the War Coalition 

Annual conference, Saturday February 28, 10am (registration from 9am), Cam¬ 
den Centre, London (opposite Kings Cross station). 

Up to four delegates from each local group, two from affiliates. National indi¬ 
vidual members may attend as observers. Register with STWC office no later 
than Saturday February 14. £10 per delegate/observer. 

UK out of Iraq 

Lobby Scottish Labour Party conference, Saturday February 28. Assemble Bugh 
Park, Inverness, lpm. 

Organised by Scottish Coalition for Justice Not War. 

Stop deportations 

National Coalition of Anti-Deportation Campaigns national meeting, Saturday 
February 28, 12 noon to 5pm, Hinde Street Methodist Chinch, 19 Thayer Street, 
London W1U 2QJ (nearest tube: Oxford Circus or Marble Arch). 

International Women’s Day 

Celebration, Saturday March 6, 7.30pm, West London Trade Union Club, 33-35 
Acton High Street. Programme includes: speaker, theatre, poetry and other read¬ 
ings, live music, buffet. Admission: £5. 

Organised by West London Trade Union Club. 

Al Richardson 

Memorial meeting, Saturday March 13,2.30pm, Conway Hall, Red Lion Square. 

End the occupation 

National demonstration, Saturday March 20. Assemble Hyde Park, march to 
Trafalgar Square. 

Scottish Socialist Party 

Annual conference, Saturday March 27, Sunday March 28, 9am to 5pm, Edin¬ 
burgh University, theatre, George Square. Deadline for amendments to motions: 
Sunday February 22. 

CPGB history 

Exhibition: The story of the Communist Party of Great Britain. Open until Sun¬ 
day April 25, Tuesday-Sunday, 1 lam to 4.30pm,. Entrance: £1; children and con¬ 
cessions: free. First Friday of the month: ‘Bluffer’s guide to CPGB’ tour. 
0161-839 6061; karenm@peopleshistorymuseum.org.uk 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group, email rdgroup@yahoo.com 

Socialist Alliance 

Creative House, 82-90 Queensland Road, London N7 7AS; 020-7609 2999; 
office @ socialistalliance .net 

Democracy Platform 

Next meeting: Saturday February 21, 11.30am, United Services Club, Gough 
Street, Birmingham. Agenda includes Respect and election of organising com¬ 
mittee. 

National conference 

Saturday March 13, 10.30am to 4pm (registration from 10am). South Camden 
Community School, Charrington Street, London NW1 (10-minute walk from 
Euston station). Deadline for amendments: Monday March 1. 

Registration fee: £13 (£6 unwaged). Pooled fare contribution for London com¬ 
rades: £10 (unwaged: £5 less own fare). Creche (book by March 1) and catering 
available, 

www.cpgb.oig.uk/action 
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OPEN BORDERS 

Respect- 

www.respectcoalHlon.com 

All things to 
all people 

A fter a long time in the pipeline, Respect has finally unleashed its 
website on the world. Was it worth the wait? 

Compared to its forerunner (www.blairout.com), it is a 
marked improvement. This made its way onto the internet shortly after 
George Galloway’s expulsion from Labour, and was never going to set 
the world of web design alight. At just a single page, it was then the 
online presence for an unnamed ‘Unity Coalition’. Its content included 
details of the January 25 convention, and a list of unobjectionable 
campaigning issues. Other items consisted of a plea to vote our 
gorgeous friend Channel 4’s politician of the year for 2003, some 
contact details, and a note announcing the development of the 
movement “day by day”. Well, quite a bit has happened since its 
emergence, yet not a peep of it has appeared here. A small link to the 
new site could remedy this, but its absence suggests the site stands 
abandoned. Cyberspace archaeologists only need apply. 

The Respect site proper is headed by a garish-looking logo. I could 
not help noting how washed out its colours were. The ‘s’ representing 
‘socialism’ is pink rather than red, while the ‘r’ for ‘Respect’ itself is a 
dull grey. Of course, any relationship between the colour scheme and 
the limp populist politics of the Respect majority is entirely coinciden¬ 
tal. The main field itself is split into a list of news items and a gaggle of 
fixed features. Beginning with ‘Motion for use in trade unions’, this is a 
pretty unexceptional framed resolution merely asking branches to 
note the existence of left alternatives to New Labour, and that these 
organisations should be invited to address branch meetings in future. 
The next item is an extract from the Evening Standard (February 11) 
predicting The Daily Telegraph’s defeat in court for its clumsy attempt 
at smearing Galloway. I expect all socialists outside the ranks of the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty will welcome this news. 

Respect’s publicity material consists of just two downloads for the 
declarations and membership forms, though strangely “we would 
prefer you order them from the office, as the quality will be much 
better than photocopying,” claims the accompanying blurb. I am sure 
that the charges of £5 for doing so have nothing to do with it. Next 
along is an open letter to the RMT union expressing Respect’s solidar¬ 
ity. Again this is a pretty unexceptional piece, except for the claim that 
“Respect... has been formed specifically to give trade unionists an 
alternative political voice to New Labour”. I do not mean to quibble, but 
one of the key defences of Respect’s diluted platform was the need to 
represent the anti-war movement as a whole. But consistency is a bit of 
a bind when you are trying to be all things to all people. 

Another telling feature is the list of Respect’s executive, tucked 
away on the ‘About’ page. To emphasise its ‘broadness’, the web team 
have been slightly economical with members’ affiliations. Thus Lindsey 
German wears only her Stop the War Coalition hat, Michael Lavalette 
his ‘Socialist Alliance councillor’ guise, and poor Alan Thornett comes 
in as ‘SA trade union officer’. Such political dishonesty does not bode 
well for an organisation opposed to Blairite lies and spin. The rest of 
the site is functional, and that is about it. However, including video and 
audio files was a nice touch, which is not used enough on left websites. 
Overall the site mirrors Respect itself. The limited and dull design 
hardly suggests a dynamic anti-establishment organisation. After all, 
the ‘r’ in Respect does not stand for radical. 

A word of warning. This site should not be confused with the spoof 
located at www.respectcoalition.co.uk. Standing for “Recently Ex¬ 
pelled Scottish Politician who Endorses Communist Tyranny”, and sub¬ 
titled “the lunacy coalition”, it effortlessly emulates the unimaginative 
layout of the Respect site proper. The coalition’s campaign to raise “£1 
million for a million votes” has been twisted into “£1 million to free 
Saddam”. Its other pages send up the Respect declaration, and the 
softness of Galloway and the Socialist Workers Party for Arab 
nationalism and political islam. Admittedly these are easy targets, but 
the commentary here should be taken as a foretaste of the more 
serious grilling Respect will receive at the hands of the media, should 
it begin to pick up support. 

The politics informing this spoof are of a nasty pro-war variety, shot 
through with elitist snobbery and downright prejudice. Therefore the 
space for a leftist satire on Respect remains open - perhaps something 
to occupy the AWL when they get fed up of denouncing Galloway in 
Solidarity. 

Phil Hamilton 



No respect for 


'Unlike inveterate SWP-bashers, we 
are concerned about the fate of all 
comrades who consider themselves 
real socialists and communists, yet 
appear happy to allow their right- 
galloping leadership to merrily dump 
on its own history. Nowhere can this 
can seen more clearly than the 
symbolically charged issue of 
immigration and open borders’ 


W atching comrades lose all 
dignity in pursuit of the lat¬ 
est get-rich-quick scheme is 
never a pretty sight. Nor is the sight of 
principle after principle being gleefully 
jettisoned a particularly edifying one. 

Convinced that the big time is just 
round the corner - or maybe the next 
one after that - the Socialist Workers 
Party and those riding piggyback on 
it have effectively liquidated the So¬ 
cialist Alliance into the populist Re¬ 
spect coalition. Thanks to the ‘clever’ 
machinations of these comrades, we 
have moved from a hard won social¬ 
ist alliance - with obvious flaws - to a 
non-socialist alliance. 

Take the SWP specifically. Unlike in¬ 
veterate SWP-bashers, we are con¬ 
cerned about the fate of all comrades 
who consider themselves real socialists 
and communists, yet appear happy to 
allow their right-galloping leadership to 
merrily dump on its own history. 

Nowhere can this can seen more 
clearly than the symbolically charged 
issue of immigration and open borders. 
Almost four years ago, when 58 Chinese 
‘illegals’ were found dead in a sealed 
truck at Dover, Socialist Worker de¬ 
clared: "A socialist Britain would make 
everyone welcome who wanted to come 
here. They would be a precious resource 
to build our futures. Immigration con¬ 
trols should go” (my emphasis June 24 
2000 ). 

But zoom forward to 2004 and what 
do we fmd? The SWP taking the lead in 
defeating a call at the January 25 Re¬ 
spect launch conference to legalise all 
migrant workers - that is, flatly rejecting 
the demand for open borders and the 
free movement of peoples made by the 
Socialist Worker of yesteryear. Life cru¬ 
elly responded only days later with the 
deaths of 19 - possibly 20 - Chinese im¬ 
migrant cockle-pickers at Morecambe 
Bay. 

Yes, you could have smartly re¬ 
sponded at this point, but Respect is 
clearly a non-socialist organisation - 
therefore the SWP comrades were wear¬ 
ing their non-socialist hats on that day. 
However, in their own press “the social¬ 
ists” will surely take a more principled - 
well, socialist - line on this tragic event. 

So we open up Socialist Worker and 
read: “These are the latest deaths 
among desperate people who come to 
Britain hoping for the chance to scratch 
out a better life” (February 14). So far, so 
good. The editorial continues: “Minis¬ 
ters may talk about targeting 
gangmasters, but they are a symptom 


of the problem, not the root cause. New 
Labour fuels the rightwing argument 
that asylum-seekers and migrants 
should not have the same rights that 
anyone else might expect.” Okay so far; 
nothing to disagree with. 

The ‘What Socialist Worker thinks’ 
piece continues: “Many of these work¬ 
ers are likely to end up in jobs like cockle¬ 
picking in Morecambe Bay, hoping they 
live long enough to gather a bit of money 
together. New Labour praises the sys¬ 
tem we live in, where money and trade 
freely cross borders and organisations 
like the European Union and WTO cham¬ 
pion deregulation and curb workers’ 
rights. Yet workers who try to move 
around face abuse and exploitation. The 
government and their big business 
friends are the ones who have the blood 
of Morecambe Bay on their hands.” 
And that is that. The editorial grinds to 
a halt here. 

You do not have to be paranoid to find 
a deafening significant silence in these 
comments - where is the call for open 
borders? What happened to "Immigra¬ 
tion controls should go”? Some might 
say that it is implied in the final para¬ 
graph above. The sentence, ‘If capital is 
free to move across borders, then labour 
must be too’, is crying out to be inserted 
between “exploitation” and “the govern¬ 
ment”. But you can be sure that this 
omission is no accident. Every phrase 
has been carefully weighed up. Social¬ 
ist Worker is censoring itself. 

A more principled note is struck in the 
regular column ‘What the SWP stands 
for’ in the following week’s issue. It ends 
with the bold call - “Down with the bor¬ 
ders and all governments who defend 
them”. To ensure 

As we all know, the SWP has a 


longstanding tradition of jumping on 
whatever bandwagon that happens to 
be moving and, chameleon-like, adapt¬ 
ing its politics to suit. Marxists call it 
bowing before spontaneity. So in the 
2003 anti-war movement the SWP duly 
became pacifists. Now in2004they have 
George Galloway as a front man and 
Respect. That means becoming respect¬ 
able social democrats and hying to ‘make 
a difference’ by getting elected. 

Yet at the same time, in its select cir¬ 
cles and through the pages of Socialist 
Worker, the SWP’s writers have up to 
now still preached their version of the 
good message of ‘pure’ socialism - al¬ 
beit, usually, in a dull and unimaginative 
way. Recent events however, strongly 
intimate that we may well be facing a new 
order of opportunism in the SWP. In the 
msh to become respectable we are surely 
seeing a dangerous lurch to the right - 
how else to explain the fact that the com¬ 
rades are now positively embarrassed to 
be associated with militant demands for 
republicanism, workers’ representatives 
on a worker’s wage and open borders? 

Of course, the SWP and like thinkers 
have always insisted that immigration 
controls were ‘inherently racist’. If so, by 
implication what does that make Respect 
and the SWP? 

What is true for the SWP is also true 
of course for its little helpers - especially 
its ally of convenience, the International 
Socialist Group. Hence, at the SA na¬ 
tional council meeting on January 17, the 
ISG’s Alan Thornett almost boasted 
about how at the Respect launch con¬ 
ference he would be voting against 
tilings he “absolutely” supports - on the 
grounds that adopting programmatic 
principles would “rupture the process”, 
and that would be “ultra-left”. After all. 


RECENT PUBLICATIONS 


Europe: meeting 
the challenge of 
continental unity 


In this book of essays Jack 
Conrad argues against those who 
view the European Union and the 
single currency with trepidation. 
The unity of capitalist Europe is 
our opportunity to unite the 
European working class into a 
single combat party - a 
Communist Party of the EU. An 
important step in that direction 
would be a European Socialist Alliance. 
pp!29, £5 or €8 


Draft programme 
of the CPGB 


In 1981 the Leninists of the 
'official 1 CPGB announced their 
open, disciplined and principled 
struggle to reforge the 
Communist Party. 

This draft programme 
represents a milestone in this 
defining task. 

Now republished in pamphlet 
form. £1.50 or €2.00 (including 
postage). 
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Communist 
Party books 


as comrade Thomett seems to believe, the 
movement is everything; the aim nothing - or 
at least, not worth that much and can be eas¬ 
ily bargained away for the right price (like a 
seat on Respect’s executive, for example?). 

Naturally, this rank opportunism made its 
way into Socialist Resistance, the ISG-spon- 
sored monthly journal. So we were treated to 
an article on the January 25 launch confer¬ 
ence by comrade Jane Kelly, in which she 
writes: “The main pressure at the convention 
was from the ultra-left - groups and individu¬ 
als trying to amend the founding statement 
to make it more explicitly socialist or in some 
cases more openly revolutionary. The major¬ 
ity were aware that Respect will have to ap¬ 
peal to its right in this period if it is to have 
any impact... 

“Rather we will need a programme which 
responds to the main issues of the day, in¬ 
cluding some key demands that directly chal¬ 
lenge the system as a whole ... 

“As an example we could look at the issue 
of asylum-seekers and refugees. As has been 
said, this is the cutting edge of racism at 
present, and will play a role in what is likely to 
be a very rightwing debate during the elec¬ 


tions in June. It is essential that we have a 
good position on the issue , and that we raise 
it within Respect - not that they adopt our 
positions wholesale, but that a debate takes 
place. While much of the SR position could 
be accepted by Respect, [the calls for] ‘an end 
to immigration laws and for open borders’ is 
clearly too advanced a demand for such a 
broad organisation as Respect” (my empha¬ 
sis, February). 

This position, regarded as “too advanced” 
for the coalition as a whole, is proposed by 
comrade Kelly as the position a Socialist 
Resistance platform might adopt within Re¬ 
spect. But don’t worry, being armed with “a 
clear programme” and wanting to “build a 
revolutionary party” “does not mean putting 
forward a full revolutionary programme at 
every point”. Heaven forbid! Much better to 
adopt a “good position” for yourself which 
you can ritualistically parade on special oc¬ 
casions. 

In fact at the Respect founding conven¬ 
tion SR comrades put forward - and then 
had remitted - an amendment which pro¬ 
posed the “scrapping of all existing immi¬ 
gration legislation”. This, explains 


comrade Kelly, is not the same thing as 
“arguing that there should be none”. Well, 
the phrase is ambiguous, but I can assure 
you that most comrades interpreted it at 
the time as being synonymous with open 
borders. Otherwise, why not say what you 
think should replace “existing” immigra¬ 
tion laws? All this strikes me as an attempt 
to patch together two irreconcilable posi¬ 
tions: one held by ISG worthies like Thor- 
nett and Kelly, who want to pander to an 
imagined constituency to the right; the 
other by the movers of the SR amendment. 

The result is that Socialist Resistance's 
“good position” is effectively for internal 
consumption. Apparently, in order to 
blunt the “cutting edge of racism” and 
challenge what promises to be “a very 
rightwing debate” the essential interna¬ 
tionalist demand for free movement of 
peoples can merely be hinted at - or dis¬ 
pensed with altogether. No wonder there 
is extreme disquiet among the non-ISG 
supporters of Socialist Resistance. 

Of course, such convoluted excuses for the 
latest opportunist turn are less likely to be 
found in the pages of Socialist Worker. SWP 
leaders prefer to leave that to the likes of com- 
radeThomettMhwsim^lyannouncethe 
latest turn - or in this case omission - withou 
comment* 

Eddie Ford 



Morecambe Bay: blood on whose hands? 


George Monbiot quits 

T he environmental campaigner and Guardian columnist, George Monbiot, has resigned 
from Respect. In his letter to the coalition he says he cannot belong to an organisation 
which threatens to stand for the seats of “two of the best elected representatives in Brit¬ 
ain”: that is, Green Party MEPs Caroline Lucas and Jean Lambert. 

Monbiot feels that he has been placed in an “impossible position” after negotiations 
between Respect and the Green Party failed to reach a satisfactory compromise. Though 
Monbiot is careful not to apportion “blame”, understandably the already well established 
Greens - who also have three members of the Greater London Authority - refused to budge. 
Why make way for an amorphous and unproven coalition with neither programme nor 
policies that only trades in platitudes? The Green Party believes it can successfully push 
ahead under its own steam and win more seats in June’s European and London elections. 

Monbiot states that he “joined Respect in the hope that we would build a genuine coa¬ 
lition of progressive forces in Britain. I cannot think of a more urgent or necessary task.” 
He would “happily rejoin” Respect if unity could be secured with the Greens. Till then “I 
will have to stand back.” 

The Guardians political correspondent, Matthew Tempest, comments that Monbiot’s 
letter will be a “crippling blow” for Respect (February 17). He adds that it comes on top of 
the “failure to attract the backing of both the Greens and the Communist Party of Great 
Britain.” 

Presumably what he refers to is not the publishers of the Weekly Worker, but the Morn¬ 
ing Stars Communist Party of Britain. Its special congress in January voted by 60% to 
40% to shun Respect as “an SWP front”. Nevertheless despite that decision the CPB’s 
Rob Griffiths-John Haylett leadership continues to back Respect. Much to the fury of the 
John Foster-Kevin Halpin majority, the Morning Star generously provides wide cover¬ 
age. 

Meanwhile relations between Respect and Peter Taaffe’s Socialist Party in England and 
Wales are growing tense over which GLA candidate to choose in Lewisham and Green¬ 
wich. SPEW - which has an observer on Respect’s executive - wants to stand Ian Page, its 
sitting councillor. Reportedly the SWP has other ideas. So another “crippling blow” could 
be in the offing • 




A PLAN FOR 

MINERS 


Pnobteftis 


■Which road? 

The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to serve 
those in the workers’ movement who had no interest in revolu¬ 
tion, those who preferred compromise with capitalism rather than 
its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the reformist programme of Peter 
Taaffe’s group and lays the groundwork necessary for drafting 
a revolutionary programme. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ From October to August 

Articles by Jack Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the USSR 
from Stalin’s monocratic dictatorship to the twists and turns of 
Gorbachev’s perestroika and Yeltsin’s counter-coup. Through¬ 
out there is a stress on the necessity of democracy. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ In the enemy camp 

Examines the theory and practice of communist electoral work. 
Particular attention is paid to the Bolsheviks’ anti-boycottism 
and thek strategy for revolution. Vital for Socialist Alliance ac¬ 
tivists. 

£4.95/€7.75 

■ Problems of communist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and central¬ 
ism? Jack Conrad explores thus thorny issue in his historically 
significant argument against a disgruntled minority who deserted 
the CPGB in 1992. 

£4.95/€7.75 

■ A plan for miners 

The Communist Party’s ‘anti-submission’ to the Tory govern¬ 
ment’s 1992 coal review. The case is made for working class self¬ 
activity and socialism. Arthur Scargill famously disowned it. 

£1.00/€1.50 

■ Towards a Socialist Alliance party 

Jack Conrad’s book argues for the Socialist Alliance to move to 
a higher organisational and political stage. Drawing on an ex¬ 
tensive study of history, this work presents the ways and means 
of arriving at that end. 

£7.00/€ll 


Buy all 6 books for £23/€36 and save £8.80/€l4 
Delivery free within the United Kingdom 
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SPACE 


Mans, the bringer of war 


n January 15 George W Bush now projected itself into the endlessness 
announced his ‘big idea’: a of space. 

manned mission to Mars. Bush invokes another past - John F 
Less than a month later the Kennedy and his famous May 25 1961 

European Space Agency matched him speech: “I believe that this nation should 
and came out with exactly the same aim. commit itself to achieving the goal, be- 
There is in the offing a new space race, fore the decade is out, of landing a man 
However, while a ramshackle Euro- on the Moon and returning him safely 
pean Union dithers and quibbles, the to Earth” (quoted in K Gatiand Manned 
much more centralised United States is spacecraft London 1967, pl41). Kennedy 

already moving ahead. The first meeting spo ke during the cold war. And in the 
of the Presidential Commission on the feverish atmosphere of superpower 
Implementation of United States Space stand-off every success for Apollo and 
Exploration Policy took place on Febm- the Moon programme - annual cost 
ary 9 and its initial recommendations around one percent of US GDP - gener- 
have now been released. ated rapturous enthusiasm. American 

Basically the strategy is to stairway up national pride left behind all rationality 
for a Mars landing within Bush’s three- when Eagle landed and Neil Armstrong 

decade time frame. There is to be a deft- took his “giant leap for mankin d” 

nite series of intermediary goals and Bush badly needs to buy into some 
stages. Within two or three years the US of that patriotic glory. His team is pain- 
should have a satellite orbiter digitally fully aware that then man won less popu- 
mapping the Moon. By 2009 robotic for votes in the 2000 presidential 
landers are due to be surveying its sur- elections than A1 Gore. Bush levered 
face in fine detail. In 2015, or thereabouts, into the White House thanks to his right- 

astronauts return to the Moon. Then wing chums in the Supreme Court. They 
work begins on establishing Bush’s per- handed him Florida’s 25 state delegates 
manent colonial outpost. Here on the to the federal electoral college (US presi- 
Moon base, engineering, endurance and dential elections are not direct of course), 
survival techniques and equipment will In other words Bush owed his victory 
be tested out and perfected before the to the undemocratic checks and balances 
great voyage to Mars. carefully planted in the 1787 constitution 

Instead of drifting supposedly from by the founding fathers. All members of 
one unconnected project to another, the propertied classes - big merchants, 
Nasa will now have a single, clear and slave-owners, manufacturers, rich law- 
popular objective. Once construction of yers, etc - the instincts of these men were 

the international space station is fin- aristocratic, not democratic. Eg, recom- 
ished, in a year or two, everything, es- mending the constitution, which would 

pecially the budget, will be subordinated unite the 13 confederated states, Alex- 

to mission Mars. No more grand plan- ander Hamilton argued that it would 
etary tours and Jupiter flypasts. No more serve as a sure “barrier against domes- 
space shuttle - to be quickly retired. No tic faction and insurrection” (J 

more Hubble space telescope - due to Maddison, A Hamilton and J Jay The 

be left unserviced and expected to cease federalist London 2000, p36). 
functioning in 2008. The hidden agenda of Hamilton and 

Obviously Bush has an eye on No- other founding fathers was keeping po- 

vember’s presidential elections and giv- litical power away from the common peo- 

ing himself what the New York Times pie. Because of the 1776-83 revolution 

calls a “legacy-inspiring flavour” (Janu- there had to be some democracy - but 

ary 10). It almost comes off the pages of for those above as little as possible. 

Nicolo Machiavelli: “Nothing brings a Hence the Supreme Court, state rights 

prince more prestige than great cam- and election of a monarchical president 

paigns and striking demonstrations” (N through a system of trusted state del- 

Machiavelli 77?e prince Harmondsworth egates. 

1975, pi 19). Moreover, Bush’s Mars mis- Till the rise andrise of John Kerry, opin- 

sion is carefully designed to resonate ion polls put Bush well ahead of his 

with American national mythology. Democratic rivals. Nevertheless he un- 

When captain James T Kirk of the USS doubtedly needs any boost he can get: 

Enterprise spoke of space being the “fi- psephologists calculate that his space 

nal frontier”, he not only looked expect- project will earn him an extra one or two 

antly towards the future, but referred percentage points. For the Bush admin- 

approvingly to America’s past. istration that would be money well 

After 1783 and the Peace of Paris the spent. 

Americans “shifted” from being a sea- And Mars is undoubtedly going to 
ward-orientated people, with European prove hugely expensive. Mainstream 

preoccupations and a reliance on Atlan- estimates vary from $50 billion to $250 

tic supplies, to looking west and the in- billion over the course of the whole 

terior: “that vast, tempting, unexplored project (though I have come across fig- 

wilderness” (H Brogan The Penguin ures as high as $1 trillion and as low as 

history of the USA London 1999, p220). $30 billion - the latter coming from the 

From then on the US welcomed succes- freemarketeer, Robert Zubrin, president 

sive generations of poor and downtrod- 0 f the Mars Society). So, even if Bush is 

den Europeans to its shores ... and re-elected, the cost could easily sink his 

frontier lands. ‘vision tiling’. When, in 1989, his father. 

While many migrants settled in the George Bush senior, announced his 
great cities of the east and north east as Space Exploration Initiative, which envis- 
proletarians, others headed west: ‘To the aged an American return to the Moon, 
west, to the west, to the land of the free” he found himself rebuffed by congress. 
(19th century English song). The native Nasa’s $450 billion projected bill proved 
population was forcibly driven from the far too much. 

best lands by wave after wave of these To ensure that history does not repeat 
incomers - trappers, traders, adventur- itself Bush junior relies on keeping de¬ 
ers, prospectors, loggers and above all tails vague. Over the next five years he 

small farmers. And alike Jeffersonian is proposing only a modest increase in 

populism, Abraham Lincoln’s Nasa’s spending. An extra $12 billion. 

Yankeedom and Hollywood epics After that though, no one knows exactly 

turned this class into a national icon: what the costs are expected to be. It is 

hence Daniel Boone, Davie Crockett, Bill easy to appreciate the reticence. 

Cody and the films of John Wayne and The present US boom has been gen- 
Clint Eastwood. Dominant American ide- erated through two main factors: a Key- 
ology lauded individualism, movement, nesian-type federal deficit and 

expansion and internal colonisation ... accompanying very low interest rates, 

and in search of the final frontier has Not that the mass of Americans have 


'Not least due to sci-fi, space is 
nowadays commonly thought of as 
ripe for human colonisation. It is the 
new America. Supposedly space is 
humanity’s destiny, but one for 
which the US claims a "special 
responsibility”. It is the 
quintessential frontier nation’ 

benefited. Bush generously slashed Estimates of first habitation vary widely 
taxes for the mega-rich and ramped up - “from 11,500 to 50.000 years ago” (S 
military spending in the aftermath of the Oppenheimer Out of Eden: the peopling 

‘sock and awe’ of September 11 2001. of the world London 2003, p280). Nev- 
Meanwhile unemployment levels and ertheless, whenever people first an'ived, 
working class incomes remain stagnant, they flourished and settled everywhere 
Bush turned the Clinton administra- from Alaska in the far north to Tierra del 
tion’s federal surplus, worth 2.5% of Fuego in the far south. They also pro- 
GDP in 2000, into a deficit of just under duced the indigenous beginnings of 
4% in 2003 (or over 5%, excluding the civilisation: eg, the Aztec and Inca em- 
temporaiy social security surplus). Even pires. 

if this is substantially reduced by the eco- Christopher Columbus and the con- 

nomic upswing, it would still leave an quistadors who followed him over the 
“unacceptably large” stmctural deficit next 30 years claimed vast swathes of ter¬ 
ritorial The Guardian January 12). ritory and within next to no time allowed 

The IMF also publicly worries about the Spanish monarchy to amass unprec¬ 
an escalating US trade deficit and exter- edented riches. The native people were 
nal debt. The US relies on continued in- enslaved en masse and gold and silver 
flows of overseas money to shore up its flooded into the bulging coffers of Ma- 
economy. The IMF warns that the ap- drid. America, confirms the distin- 
petite for US assets, especially govern- guished French historian, Fernand 
ment bonds, could decrease even faster Braudel, represented the “treasure of 
than during the recent managed devalu- treasures” (F Braudel Civilisation and 
ation of the dollar (down 10% compared capitalism Vol 3, Berkeley 1992, p420). 
with the euro so far). In short the US But there was, however, a fundamen- 
economy is in danger of undergoing a tal problem: labour. Eveiything comes 
devastating reversal of fortunes - which back to labour, Marx stressed in Capi- 
would, of course, have an immediate tal. Because of Eurasia’s much greater 
negative impact on the European Union, population densities the Spanish had de- 

Japan, China and the rest of the world veloped a certain immunity to a wide 
economy. range of diseases: measles, typhus, tu- 

Despite the inevitable criticisms of his berculosis, smallpox, flu, etc. Not so the 
mission Mars coming from the remain- native Americans. European conquista- 
ing Democratic Party hopefuls. Bush is dors came with their writing, reading, 
banking on the undiminished popular- flintlocks, horses, steel swords and ar- 
ity of all things space. Generations of mour ... and gemis. 
science fiction writers - from HG Wells Hernando Cortes beat the fiercely rnili- 

to Arthur C Clarke and from Isaac taristic Aztec empire not only because 
Asimov to Ray Bradbury - and long-run- his forces possessed immense techno- 
ning comic, radio and TV series - from logical advantages. In 1520 half the Az- 
Dan Dare to Dr Who and from Super- tec population, including the emperor, 
man to Star Trek - have created a ready Cuitlahuac. died from a raging infection, 
audience for Bush’s version of bread which miraculously spared the Spanish, 
and circuses. Certainly the arrival on “By 1618,”writesJaredDiamond,‘‘Mexi- 
January 3 of Nasa’s Spirit rover and the co’s initial population of about 20 million 
subsequent snapshots of the rugged, had plummeted to about 1.6 million” (J 
boulder-strewn Martian landscape Diamond Guns, germs and steel London 
proved extremely popular. Visits to 1998, p210). The same tiling happened 
Nasa’s website soared to a record high, when Francisco Pizarro and his raggle- 
Within a couple of days 1.45 billion hits taggle army of 168 men took on the mil- 

had been notched up. Science fiction lions of the Inca empire in Peru. Smallpox 

fans might not be natural Republicans, arrived just ahead of them and decimated 

But enough of them could just possibly the native population, killing both the 

vote for Bush in light of what appears emperor. Huayna Capac, and his desig- 

to be his promise to realise their utopian nated successor. Throughout the 
dreams. Americas it is estimated that around 95% 

Not least due to sci-fi, space is nowa- of the native population died from Euro¬ 

days commonly thought of as ripe for pean diseases. 

human colonisation. It is the new Geims facilitated European conquest 
America. Supposedly space is humani- but destroyed virtually the entire poten- 
ty’s destiny, but one for which the US tial workforce. And without labour' the 
claims a “special responsibility”. It is the Americas were as good as useless (what 
quintessential frontier nation. Moreo- remained of the native slaves would 
ver, without moving into space there is annoyingly take flight into what was for 
the risk that problems here on Earth will them the familiar surrounding hills and 
continue to multiply and, according to forests). Labour' therefore had to be re- 
Rick W Tumlinson, president of the US- cruited from the outside if the Americas 

based Space Frontier Foundation, hu- were to be transformed from an ever di- 
manity could “begin to slide into a new minishing object of plunder into a self¬ 
dark age”. expanding source of profit. After 

In my opinion all this is bunk. The sug- indentured European labour was tried 

gestion that space is the modem equiva- and failed, the richest classes amongst 
lent of crossing the Atlantic Ocean and the colonialists - and their Old World 

‘discovering’ the New World in 1492 is investors and state backers - turned to 
altogether unconvincing. The Americas, systematically buying black slaves, 
perhaps even before the end of the last They were typically seized from the most 
ice age, supported abundant human life, advanced areas in west Africa (peas¬ 



ants made the best slaves, hunter-gath¬ 
erers tended to go native and become 
Maroons). 

Between 1500 and 1870 some 12 mil¬ 
lion Africans were transported across the 
Atlantic (one and a half million perished 
during the ‘middle passage’ and an un¬ 
known, but surely even greater, number 
died prior to embarkation). These poor 
wretches substituted for the ghosts of 
the native Americans. African slaves 
were central to the hugely profitable plan¬ 
tation system - sugar, tobacco, coffee, 
etc - which made numerous aristocratic 
European fortunes. Overwork, pitiless 
exploitation and malnutrition took a ter¬ 
rible toll. Up to a fifth of the slaves died 
within the first year. No problem: the la¬ 
bour force “could be replenished by fur¬ 
ther slave purchases" (R Blackburn The 
making of New’ World slavery London 
1997, p3). 

Only after two or three centuries of su¬ 
perhuman efforts - half driven by base 
greed, half by desperate yearnings for 
freedom - were the Americas reinvented 
and transformed into Europe’s outer 
skin. Europe and the Americas fused 
into a single system. But one whose 
centre of gravity inexorably shifted from 
east to west. By the dawn of the 20th 
century the precocious US ‘child’ had 
already surpassed its aged ‘parent’. The 
defeat of the Germany-Italy-Japan axis 
in 1945 certainly saw the transfer of world 
domination away from the exhausted 
British empire and the beginning of the 
so-called ‘American century’. The col¬ 
lapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 left the 
US as the sole global power. 

Neither the Moon nor Mars are in any 
way modem equivalents of the Ameri¬ 
cas. Leave aside the lack of atmosphere 
and the absence of flora, fauna and run¬ 
ning water. There is no native labour. Nor 
is there a realistic chance of substantial 
population transfers. Hence all the fancy 
projections of fabulous economic re¬ 
turns are quite frankly risible. There is no 
chance of plunder, let alone profit. The 
chatter about industrial start-ups is just 
that - chatter. Talk of mining rare metals, 
manufacturing pure crystals, beaming 
solar energy back to Earth, etc, etc owes 
everything to technological quackery 
and nothing to rational investment of 
labour time. The relative unit costs of 
doing virtually anything on the Moon 
or Mars would be a thousand, a million 
times, greater than on Earth. Fenying 
labour' into space is technologically fea¬ 
sible, of course, but prohibitively expen¬ 
sive. Getting a Moon or Mars colony to 
produce anything on scale for export to 
Earth makes no sense whatsoever - ex¬ 
cept maybe as pre-election hype and 
nationalist propaganda. 

Nor do these missions stand in the no¬ 
ble tradition of Galilei Galileo, Isaac New¬ 
ton and Albert Einstein - a grotesque 
suggestion. All that the astronauts did 
on the Moon was plant the Stars and 
Stripes, leave footprints and cany back 
bags of rocks. Apollo was neither about 
economic returns nor scientific advance. 
It was an engineering triumph over the 
Soviet Union - a second-rate super¬ 
power. Bush’s mission Mars is essen¬ 
tially no different. Let me cite three 
trusted members of the US space estab¬ 
lishment. Doug Osheroff - a Nobel prize¬ 
winning physicist who sat on the 
committee which investigated the 2003 
Columbia accident - is perfectly frank: 
“Right now there is no economic value 
in going to Mars” (The Stamford Daily 
February 10). Ed Weiler - assistant advi¬ 
sor of Nasa’s office of space science - is 
equally candid: “These missions will not 
be driven by science.” Neil de Grasse 
Tyson - astrophysicist and member of 
Bush’s Mars commission - admits that 
if “pure science” was the purpose, “it’s 





vveeKiy- 

WOl'kGt 516 February 192004 


7 


obvious that you would send robots”. 
Compared with astronauts, robots are 50 
or 100 times less expensive. 

Mars is the most Earth-like of all of the 
other planets and moons in the solar 
system. But that is not saying much. 
Barren, pitted with craters, prone to gi¬ 
gantic dust storms. Mars is virtually air¬ 
less - the mainly (95%) carbon dioxide 
atmosphere is 100 times less dense than 
that of Earth. Therefore there is no ozone 
layer to shield the planet’s surface from 
the Sun’s deadly ultraviolet radiation. To 
make matters worse. Mars is hellishly 
cold. On average the temperate zone is 
60 degrees Celsius below zero. True, 
there is iron and a little aluminium. But, 
as far as we know, nothing exists there 
that cannot be made or obtained infinitely 
more cheaply on Earth. 

No-one with a modicum of scientific 
knowledge ever doubted the sources of 
water at the Martian poles. We do not 
need astronauts to tell us that. Perhaps 
there might be traces elsewhere under 
its rocky surface. But why travel in a tiny 
metal capsule - six months there and six 
months back - across 60 million miles of 
deep space for that? Yes, eminent scien¬ 
tists speculate about the possibility of 
terraforming. The Martian atmosphere 
could conceivably be artificially oxygen¬ 
ated, the density dramatically upped and 
thereby significantly warmed. Water 
might then flow down its wide valleys 
and into new seas and oceans. However, 
creating a self-sustaining ecosystem, 
one supporting plant and animal life, 
would take quite a few years - roughly a 
million. 

There are more modest schemes. If 100 
nuclear-powered terraforming factories 
were established on Mars - proposed 
jointly in a paper by Margarita Merinova 
of MTT and Chris McKay of Nasa - spe¬ 
cifically in order to pump out 
perfluocarbons (a super greenhouse 
gas), the time span is much less awe¬ 
some. At a Nasa-sponsored conference 
on terraforming Mars held in October 
2000, they estimated that it would take 
100 years to raise the Martian tempera¬ 
ture by six to eight degrees. To get to the 
point where some water melts would 
need another 700 years. A greatly thick¬ 
ened carbon dioxide atmosphere would 
then retain heat. But Mars would remain 
cold, alien and thoroughly inhospitable 
to life as we know it on Earth - except 
perhaps for microbes. 

Worshippers of science doggedly in¬ 
sist that going into space is the one sure 
way of overcoming all the mounting 
problems and contradictions found here 
on earth: eg, hunger, poverty, global 
warming, energy shortages. For them 
technology holds the solution for eve¬ 
rything. By the same measure the huge 
exertions required for space colonisation 


would encourage humanity to leave 
behind parochial concerns. 

Isaac Asimov touchingly hoped that 
“cooperation in something large enough 
to fire the hearts and mind" - like a Mars 
mission - would make people “forget the 
petty quarrels that have engaged them 
for thousands of years in wars over in¬ 
significant scraps of earthly tenitory” (I 
Asimov Exploring the Earth and cos¬ 
mos Harmondswoith 1983, pl53). The 
morphed Revolutionary Communist 
Party - a 1980s ultra-leftist flash in the pan 
and nowadays a rightwing libertarian 
coven - echoes this scientism. Writing 
on the Spiked website, Stuart Atkinson 
impatiently urged the US on to Mars in 
the name of an ahistorical human nature: 
“We are a curious species”. Scraping the 
bottom of the banel, he pleads on behalf 
of the dead crew of space shuttle Colum¬ 
bia. They “would not have wanted” 
space exploration stopped. A “big idea” 
like Mars would inspire and show what 
could be done here on Earth (March 7 
2003). Ray Bradbury is equally embar¬ 
rassing: “The moment we land on Mars 
all the people of the world will weep with 
joy” (quoted on Nasa website). 

Nothing could be more misplaced or 
naive. Ever since Adam Smith, the ideo¬ 
logues and apologists of capitalism have 
insisted that the system’s contradictions 
and the attendant curses of war, unem¬ 
ployment, ecological destruction, gross 
inequality and poverty could be over¬ 
come through accelerating capitalist 
progress. The subsequent history of 
capitalism should have taught a lesson 
or two. Obviously some will never learn. 

Marxism does not question the exist¬ 
ence of human nature. But attributes 
such as curiosity and an eagerness to 
explore must be examined historically and 
contextualised socially; not treated in a 
manner which universalises Nasa-man 
and the modem American ideology of 
constant technological innovation, indi¬ 
vidual enrichment and restless expan¬ 
sionism. 

Scattered around the Indian Ocean 
coast, in India and Pakistan, the Philip¬ 
pines, and Malaysia - marking the south¬ 
ern route out of Africa and the 
“beachcombing” trail to Australia - there 
are genetically distinct “remnants” of the 
original homo sapiens (S Oppenheimer 
Out of Eden London 2003, p201). Hav¬ 
ing arrived between 80.000 and 75,000 
years ago, they often liked what they 
found very much. With the subsequent 
expansion in population numbers and 
pressure on natural resources some im¬ 
mediate descendants would trek off to 
the next suitable location along the 
coast. But enough were perfectly happy 
to stay firmly put. It should not be for¬ 
gotten that till recent times many groups 
of hunter-gatherers contentedly en¬ 


joyed what some would describe as a 
primitive existence. Others might be 
tempted to call it idyllic. Such was then 
masteiy of the local environment - yes, 
through curiosity and exploration - that 
necessary labour could be reduced to a 
couple of hours. The rest of their day 
was spent eating, story-telling, playing 
with the children, dancing, etc. Why 
move under such benign circumstances? 

Nor should technological progress be 
viewed as linear. After 1450 China 
scuppered its ocean-going fleet of big 
treasure ships and dismantled its ship¬ 
yards (mechanical clocks and water- 
driven spinning machines were also 
abandoned). Between 1600 and 1853 
Japan virtually eliminated what had up 
till then been a lucrative line in the pro¬ 
duction of guns. In the 1880s legislation 
put a stop to the introduction of public 
electric street lighting in London. Jared 
Diamond provides other examples of 
technological “reversals” which oc¬ 
curred during prehistory. Aboriginal 
Tasmanians abandoned bone tools and 
fishing, aboriginal Australians aban¬ 
doned the bow and arrow, Torres Island¬ 
ers abandoned canoes, Polynesians 
abandoned pottery and Polar Eskimos 
abandoned the bow and an'ow, bow drill 
and dogs. There are materialist explana¬ 
tions for all such seemingly aberrant be¬ 
haviour; but clearly teleological notions 
of an inevitable progression from flint 
axes to landing humans on Mars are quite 
erroneous. 

Of course, Marxists have always had 
a positive attitude towards science and 
technology. But we do not privilege sci¬ 
ence and technology or take an uncriti¬ 
cal view. Motivation, application and 
consequences must be thoroughly in¬ 
terrogated. Neither science nor technol¬ 
ogy is neutral. So it is wrong to conflate 
scientific and technological progress 
with social progress (a mistake common 
to Eduard Bernstein in the Second In¬ 
ternational, Stalinism and the Althuss- 
erian school). The main locomotive of 
history is class struggle and the con¬ 
stant striving for human freedom: eg, the 
Athenian citizen-peasant revolution of 
508-507 BC, the 73-71BC Spartacus up¬ 
rising, the 1381 peasant revolt, the 
Hussites of 14th century Bohemia, the 
1789 French revolution. Chartism, the 
First International, the 1871 Paris Com¬ 
mune, the 19th century democratic 
breakthrough in Europe, the 1917 Rus¬ 
sian Revolution. 

The development of the productive 
forces and the rational application of 
science create the objective basis for 
generalised human freedom and the 
rounded development of each indi¬ 
vidual. But capitalism does not do that. 
Capitalism skews progress - performs 
technological miracles, while simultane¬ 


ously plunging millions into abject 
squalor. Capitalism perverts science - not 
only by bending it to the lopsided, nar¬ 
row and demeaning dictats of profit, but 
by turning it against humanity to the 
extent of threatening our very survival. 
The insights, ingenuity and resources 
of science have been channelled into 
ways of killing and destroying on an al¬ 
most unimaginable scale: carpet-bomb¬ 
ing, gas chambers, nuclear warheads, 
chemical and biological weapons. 
Walter Benjamin pointedly remarked 
somewhere that our mlers perfect not so 
much the means of production: rather the 
means of death. 

And the fact of the matter is that Nasa 
and the whole US space business is a 
branch, or extension, of the military-in¬ 
dustrial complex. Satellites, launcher 
rockets, the space shuttle, etc owe far 
more to military requirements for real¬ 
time command, communications, intelli¬ 
gence, reconnaissance, guidance, 
pinpoint targeting and the delivery of 
WMDs than so-called pure science. 
Loring Wirbel, a peace activist and ex¬ 
pert in space technology, shows that 
even back in the 1950s, the US “civilian 
satellite programme served as a cover for 
a wide-ranging spy satellite programme” 
(L Wirbel Star wars: US tools of space 
supremacy London 2004, pl9). 

Today the global positioning system 
(GPS) of satellites allows motorists, sea¬ 
farers, airline crews and even hill walk¬ 
ers to locate themselves to within a few 
feet. But, however welcome, this is 
merely a by-product. It should never be 
forgotten that GPS has overriding mili¬ 
tary functions. When precision bombs 
slammed into the caves of Tora Bora, 
that was GPS at work. When a car sus¬ 
pected of carrying A1 Qa’eda members 
was blasted to pieces by a missile strike 
in the Yemeni desert, that again was GPS 
at work. As US airforce secretary James 
Roche said, concluding his April 2003 
speech, “The war in space has already 
begun” (quoted in L Wirbel Star wars: 
US tools of space supremacy London 
2004, pl46). Indeed the US military 
boasts that during the 2003 invasion of 
Iraq 60% of all aerial bombardment was 
accounted for by GPS bombs. The US 
deployed not so much airpower, but 
spacepower. 

Behind Bush’s Mars mission and his 
highfalutin language of discovery, hu¬ 
man adventure and destiny lurks a sin¬ 
ister - bipartisan - agenda for ensuring 
total US domination of space. The US 
military-industrial complex has space- 
plane ‘taxis’ ready on the drawing board 
and Lockheed-Martin and Boeing are 
eagerly awaiting the go-ahead. Much 
cheaper, reusable launchers are being 
planned too. Perhaps, though, the key 
new technology is Prometheus - the 
move to nuclear propulsion in space 
using radio-isotope generators and small 
reactors. This would greatly shorten the 
journey tune to Mars or beyond to Jupi¬ 
ter’s moons. Prometheus would boost 
by a factor of 100 on-board power. How¬ 
ever, that also means vastly increased 
processing power for targeting, listen¬ 
ing, surveillance, etc, and laser. X-ray and 
other such weapons. “Prometheus,” 
says Wirbel, “is a stalking horse for fu¬ 
ture broad uses of nuclear platforms, 
managed by the military for both earth- 
orbit and deep-space use” (L Wirbel Star 
wars: US tools of space supremacy Lon¬ 
don 2004. pl46). 

As we have pointed out before, there 
is another aspect to mission Mars which 
cannot be ignored. The Mars project, 
like the rest of the military-industrial com¬ 
plex, constitutes a so-called third depart¬ 
ment of production (the other two being 
the production of the means of produc¬ 
tion and the production of the means of 
consumption). Department three allows 
capitalism to guarantee “maximum” self¬ 
expansion from the firm basis of the 
“minimum” consumption of the rela¬ 
tively impoverished masses (I Meszaros 
The power of ideology Hemel Hemp¬ 
stead 1989, p226). Their limited ability to 
purchase the means of consumption no 
longer constitutes a barrier. 

Turning the production of the means 


of destruction into a system of profit and 
self-expansion through state purchase 
effectively obliterates the distinction 
between consumption and destruction. 
This is feasible precisely because for 
capital the purpose of production, the 
end aim, is not human consumption of 
use-values according to need: rather it 
is self-expansion for its own sake. Prob¬ 
lems of real use, and therefore reed con¬ 
sumption, are overcome (though not 
eliminated) through the unlimited ability 
of the state to generate artificial demand 
and purchase waste - ie, the means of 
destruction - through credit and taxation. 
This innovative response to capitalist 
overproduction - initially tried before 
World War I and then after the 1929-33 
world economic crisis - was made into a 
model of normality after 1945. The annual 
peacetime US amis budget is today fast 
heading towards $500 billion. 

The state legitimises this perverse and 
obscene squandering of human and 
material resources through patriotism. A 
real or imagined enemy is singled out and 
thoroughly demonised: eg, kaiser Ger¬ 
many, European fascism, communism, 
Saddam Hussein, bin Laden and islamic 
terrorism. Voting in favour of the endless 
production of waste therefore becomes 
a national duty and imposes a welcome 
internal discipline over the working 
class. Spending on Nasa and the space 
programme is essentially no different. 
Except that, besides patriotism, it is able 
to harness another misplaced idealism - 
the Quixotic belief that space represents 
humanity’s manifest destiny and prom¬ 
ises solutions to every problem. 

Meanwhile, back here on planet Earth, 
the United Nations estimates that over 
a billion people have no access to clean 
drinking water, some 840 million have to 
survive on significantly less than the 
daily recommended daily intake of calo¬ 
ries and around 30 million are infected 
with HIV/Aids. There is nothing inevi¬ 
table or natural about any of this. 

Neoliberal, IMF and World Bank pro¬ 
grammes of market ‘reform’ and subor¬ 
dination to capitalist globalisation over 
the last 20 years have greatly exacerbated 
the unevenness characteristic of the 
system. Leave aside the growing gap 
between the mega-rich and the masses 
in the advanced countries: the so-called 
‘developing’ world has in fact progres¬ 
sively been de-developed. Human mis¬ 
ery - poverty, disease and hunger - 
thereby increases, not decreases. 

Yet with organisation and political will 
humanity has within its reach the ability 
to easily meet all basic needs. The wealth 
exists in abundance. Simply diverting the 
US arms budget to such real uses would 
do that - almost at a stroke. But such a 
turnaround can never happen through 
the greasy platitudes and essentially di¬ 
versionary calls of the NGOs, religious 
notables and various leftwing reformers 
for rich governments to do their moral 
duty. The modem state palpably exists 
to defend, serve and promote the self¬ 
expansion of capital - the two are inextri¬ 
cably and increasingly interwoven and 
interdependent. 

Social problems demand social solu¬ 
tions. Humanity - which can viably only 
be led by the revolutionary working class 
- faces an epochal challenge of putting 
humanity’s wealth under the control of the 
associated producers. Capitalism long 
ago outlived any usefulness it once pos¬ 
sessed. Now this most alienated of so¬ 
cial relationships threatens our very 
existence - through economic crash, 
world war and ecological destruction. 

Once humanity has superseded 
capitalism and become properly hu¬ 
man, who knows what we might 
choose to do? Mars, along with other 
planets and moons in the solar sys¬ 
tem, could be explored by self-replicat- 
ing robots or terraformed in an attempt 
to make them habitable. Perhaps one 
day in the far future our descendants 
might reach nearby stars. Now, how¬ 
ever, the main subject of humanity 
must be humanity - as we find it, here 
on this planet. Our mission is trans¬ 
forming Earth • 

Jack Conrad 
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No bans or exclusions 


T he February 12 meeting of the 
European Social Forum UK or¬ 
ganising committee saw a lively 
discussion on inclusivity, open¬ 
ness and the participation of political 
parties. 

One of the main issues discussed was 
the exclusion of myself and Jeremy 
Dewar (Workers Power) from the previ¬ 
ous day’s meeting of the smaller coordi¬ 
nating committee (see Weekly Worker 
February 12). Firstly, we had some se¬ 
mantic differences about the event: “You 
were not excluded and you were certainly 
not thrown out,” Redmond O’Neill (Ken 
Livingstone’s appointed policy director 
on public affairs and transport) insisted. 
“We asked you to leave and you fol¬ 
lowed suit.” Ouch, I wonder what kind 
of tricks Redmond has in mind if he re¬ 
ally wanted to exclude us ... 

Jeremy Dewar tried to paint himself 
solely as a victim of the exclusion, con¬ 
veniently forgetting that it was his pro¬ 
posal that got us thrown out in the first 
place. He presented a long protest letter, 
which really did not go down very well 
at all. Milena Buyum from the National 
Assembly Against Racism reminded 
him that it was his own suggestion that 
had led to us being “asked to leave”. 

Comrade Dewar tried to wriggle out of 
this by stating that he had called for “sub¬ 
stantiated evidence” to support the ex¬ 
clusion of journalists on the grounds that 
they were “leaking information”. The 
kind of “evidence” that has only been 
reproduced in the Weekly Worker, I pre¬ 
sume. Comrade Dewar thought he would 
be safe only asking for our exclusion, but 
his attempt backfired badly and he will 
be kept out from now on, too, whenever 
financial details are under discussion. 
Ditto Hilary Wainwright from Red Pep¬ 
per, who was understandably surprised 
to hear about this. She suggested that 
the coordinating committee should draw 
up a ‘code of conduct’, which would 
outline when people could be excluded 
from meetings, which was agreed. 

Thankfully, there was no recurrence 
at the February 18 meeting of the coor¬ 
dinating committee. 

Of course, at the bottom of all this is a 


serious problem that some people would 
prefer was not mentioned: there is still 
no money in sight and no done deal with 
any of the bigger trade unions - and we 
have got exacdy two weeks to find about 
£1.5 million. Our European assembly on 
March 6-7 will make the final decision as 
to whether the 2004 ESF will actually take 
place in London. As the Weekly Worker 
has been asked not to mention the finan¬ 
cial contributions that might be expected 
from the Greater London Authority and 
the trade unions, we will of course stick 
to it (though, needless to say, our exclu¬ 
sion certainly did not prevent us from 
finding out what had been discussed at 
the meeting). 

Still, it does not take a genius to work 
it out. As comrade O’Neill (who is a lead¬ 
ing member of the Trotskyoid sect. So¬ 
cialist Action) said at the organising 
committee meeting, "I cannot openly re¬ 
port about the finances in this meeting, 
because certain people are present, but 
I can say this much. If we charge 30,000 
people £25 each, that will bridge the gap 
between what we need and what the 
GLA and the ttade unions bring in.” Get 
your calculators out, boys and girls. 

Yes, it is quite a large sum of money 
we need to find very quickly. I would sug¬ 
gest that tteating this important question 
as a private matter will solve nothing. 
And it looks as if our European friends 
know this too: apparently, comrades in 
Greece have restarted preparations to 
host this year’s forum in Athens, in case 
London does not happen. In two weeks 
time, comrade O’Neill will have to come 
clean and tell us whether Ken Living¬ 
stone’s talks with trade union leaders 
have come to anything. 

Another contentious subject proved 
to be - yet again - the question of the in¬ 
volvement of political parties. While 
comrade O’Neill and Hilary Wainwright 
agreed that “there is no question - par¬ 
ties are not allowed to participate”, Chris 
Nineham was more ambivalent: “Person¬ 
ally, I do not agree with the rationale or 
the principle. But it is not in our gift to 
challenge the charter of the World So¬ 
cial Forum.’’ This is rather misleading, as 
comrade Nineham is very well aware that 



the ban has been challenged at many 
international ESF meetings. Moreover a 
compromise has been reached: accord¬ 
ing to this, it is up to individual coun- 
Uies to decide if they will allow parties to 
openly participate. So far, neither he nor 
any of the numerous SWP members 
present at ESF meetings have supported 
me whenever I have reminded them of 
this agreement. 

Rather than fighting for the open par¬ 
ticipation of parties, every single British 
organisation (apart from the CPGB) has 
chosen to hide behind a range of fronts: 
be it Unite Against Fascism, Globalise 
Resistance, Workers Power newspaper. 
No Sweat or - my favourite - the dubi¬ 
ous Project K, which functions as Alex 
Callinicos’s fig leaf. The CPGB had to 
affiliate with a Weekly Worker cheque, 
but there can be no question that we will 
pretend to be non-party members. 

If there was any reason needed as to 
why the open and honest participation 
of parties is preferable, it was underlined 
in a short speech by comrade Roberto 
Ferdinand from Brazil. Firstly, he sug¬ 
gested that Redmond O’Neill’s presence 
was controversial and that “WSF meet¬ 
ings should never take place in govern¬ 
ment buildings” like City Hall. Luckily, 
comrade O’Neill ‘remembered’ that a 
WSF meeting in Barcelona in 2002 de¬ 
cided that government bodies of the host 
country “could be invited to participate 
in the organisational process”. Jane 
Loftus (SWP member representing the 
Communication Workers Union) duti¬ 
fully requested that we should officially 
allow the GLA to participate, which was 
of course agreed. 

Comrade Ferdinand - who intro¬ 
duced himself not only as “a found¬ 
ing member of the World Social 
Forum”, but as a member of the Work¬ 
ers Party and the government in Bra¬ 
zil - went on to explain why political 
parties are banned: “When I am here 
at an ESF meeting, I am not a member 
of the government and I am not a 
member of a party. Here I am simply 
part of civil society - because parties 
are not allowed at the WSF: it is very 
simple." Equally simple was his argu¬ 
ment - and you just have to admire his 
chutzpah: “Wider society does not 
trust political parties and they do not 
trust governments. But people do 
Uust the World Social Forum. So, par¬ 
ties can give support and they give 
money, but they cannot run the WSF.” 

This is of course claptrap. Even the 
most loosely organised political party 
has a far higher level of discipline and 
collective conscience than the fluffy 
WSF. Consciously or unconsciously, 
officially or secretly - comrade 
Ferdinand represents the Workers 
Party, Chris Nineham the SWP, 
Luciano Muhlbauer represents Rifon- 
dazione Comunista and the leading 
members on the French organising 
committee represent the Ligue Com- 
muniste Revolutionnaire and the 
Communist Party of France. It is those 
organisations that run the WSF, the 
ESF and all other regional forums - not 
some non-identifiable ‘civil society’. 
As comrade Toby Abse from the Lewi¬ 
sham Social Forum (ex- Resistance 
supporter) pointed out, “I know of at 
least one social forum in Italy where 
Rifondazione is officially affiliated. I 
am sure it is not the only one.” 

However, in the hope of attracting 
more recruits to the social forums (and 
ultimately of course to the political par¬ 
ties behind them), most comrades keep 
quiet about their affiliation and in so 
doing reject the notion of partyism itself. 
A dangerous tactic, which denies the 
undeniable: that the working class is 
nothing without a strong, democratic 
and centralised Communist Party • 

Tina Becker 



European Left Party 

O n January 11, representatives from 11 parties met in Berlin and agreed to 
call a founding congress of this new organisation. The main reason for its 
formation is financial rattier than political: from 2008, cross-border alliances can 
apply for considerable funding from the European Union. 

The list of participating organisations reads like the Who’s who of ‘official 
communism’: the Party of Democratic Socialism (Germany), the Communist 
Parties of Austria, France and Slovakia, Spain's Izquierda Unida, the Greek 
Synapsismos (the Communist Party of Greece is still thinking it over), etc. No 
organisation from Britain is represented. 

The participation of Rifondazione Comunista (Italy) has given the formation 
much needed credibility. For months, the comrades were undecided if they should 
go with their ‘official communist’ friends, with whom they have been cooperat¬ 
ing for years in the United Left Group in the European parliament (GUE-NGL). 
On the other side, the ‘socialists’ were pleading with Rifondazione to join them: 
the French LCR. the Scottish Socialist Party - and even our own Socialist Alli¬ 
ance was still a potential player then. Perhaps it is little wonder that our Italian 
comrades stuck with what they knew - and for the moment condemned the ‘so¬ 
cialists’ to oblivion. 

There is to be an ELP founding congress by May 9 at the latest, so that the 
new formation can contest this year’s European parliamentary elections. The 
first full congress is planned for the end of November or the beginning of De¬ 
cember. Although it is stated in the minutes of the January 11 meeting that "all 
steps of the founding process have to be organised in a transparent and open 
way, enabling other parties to join the further preparations of founding the ELP”, 
information has not exactly been forthcoming and invitations have been sent 
out very selectively. 

Its ‘programme’, which already seems decided, has eight demands, ranging 
from the worthy “redistribution of wealth from rich to poor” to “no weapons of 
mass destruction, from the Atlantic to the Urals” and “no attacks on human 
rights in the name of fighting terrorism, but an open Europe with human rights 
and asylum for refugees”. It even dares to mention the c-word: “A fight against 
the domination by capital and the mle of capitalism”. Compared to Respect’s 
‘programme’ in Britain, this reads like hard-core stuff. 

But there is no reason to get too enthusiastic about this project: most of the 
participants have a history of happily sharing and abusing power in capitalist 
governments. For example, since being part of the coalition running Berlin, the 
PDS has taken Realpolitik to new depths: collective wage agreements can¬ 
celled, public services shut down, libraries closed - provoking mass protests 
from Berlin workers. The French PCF supported many of the anti-working class 
policies of its Socialist Party government partners, as did Rifondazione Comu¬ 
nista in a former existence, when it supported the so-called Olive Tree coalition. 

Crucially, the short ELP manifesto lacks any plan about how to build a people's 
Europe from below. There is nothing on how to democratise the European Union, 
no mention about the abolition of the unelected commissioners, nothing about 
the overcoming petty national divisions and governmental horse-trading. The 
comrades have not even included a demand for European-wide trade unions or 
other working class formations. 

It would be foolish to simply dismiss the ELP. It is a step forward. But in its 
current manifestation its use for the European working class is extremely limited • 
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DEBATE 


Respect and our next steps 

Dave Craig of the Revolutionary Democratic Group proposes a “viable political strategy outside Respect” for 
the Democracy Platform of the Socialist Alliance 


W hen we look at the 
broader picture in the 
socialist movement, the 
organisations who are 
unlikely to join Respect include the De¬ 
mocracy Platform of the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance (DPSA), the Communist Party of 
Britain, the Socialist Party, Workers 
Power and the Alliance for Green Social¬ 
ism. The DPSA should seek to open a 
dialogue with these organisations to see 
if a common approach is possible. If the 
DPSA rejects Respect as currently con¬ 
stituted, we are not alone. Will the non- 
Respect forces be prepared to work 
together? If so we have the possibility 
of a viable political strategy outside Re¬ 
spect. 

Much will depend on the politics of 
the DPSA. Bom at a moment of severe 
crisis for the Socialist Alliance, it has 
pitched into the important issue of the 
Respect unity coalition. We made inter¬ 
ventions on the SA national executive, 
at the national council and publicly at 
the launch of Respect. Dave Parks says 
of our inteivention: “I just want to con¬ 
gratulate all the various components of 
the DPSA for their collective interven¬ 
tion at the Respect conference and also 
at the last national council. I think col¬ 
lectively you have all done an excellent 
job - both the groups and individuals 
concerned” (email, February 2). 

He makes an additional point that, 
“whatever the disputes between the 
varying parties on this [DPSA] list, it 
should also be remembered that despite 
those differences they have collectively 
managed a very impressive, coordinated 
intervention ... which has done the 
whole movement a great service”. 

This was an excellent beginning. The 
Socialist Workers Patty wants to present 
us as dyed-in-the-wool sectarians. Our 
line meant that we did not fall into that 
trap. Now we face difficult decisions 
about the next steps to take. We will see 


if the DPSA has a coherent strategy 
which can unite the SA minority or 
whether there will be further fragmenta¬ 
tion. 

Certainly at present the SA minority 
is split three ways. There are those exit¬ 
ing through the door on the right. This 
liquidationist tendency has declared the 
SA dead and is set to chase the SWP in 
the hope of getting some cmmbs from 
its table. In doing this they are helping 
the SWP and betraying those who want 
fight back. Readers of this paper will 
surely recognise these opportunists as 
the International Socialist Group? 


Respect is not a 
movement for 
democracy and 
the SA is not a 
broad-based 
workers’ party. 
They are half- 
baked versions 
of both, riven 
with 

contradictions. 
Our task is to 
continue with 
constructive and 
critical 

engagement in 
both 


At the other extreme is the anti-Gallo- 
way bloc led by the Alliance for Work¬ 
ers’ Liberty- They have made Galloway 
the major factor in their opposition to 
Respect. Their recent ‘Open letter to 
Mark Serwotka' and ‘Questions and 
answers on Respect’ make Galloway the 
main focus of their political line. They are 
seeking the moral high ground because 
gorgeous George has a few dodgy 
friends like Tariq Aziz and wears de¬ 
signer suits! They are set to exit through 
the door on the left marked ‘Breakaway 
league of independent Socialist Alli¬ 
ances’. 

The third position follows the DPSA’s 
intervention at the Respect conference 
of constructive engagement. This was 
based on the ‘Britain at the crossroads’ 
document, linking the SA’s republican 
socialist programme to the anti-war 
movement and the crisis of democracy. 
There is an objective need for both a 
mass democratic and social movement 
and a broad-based workers’ party. The 
movement and party are complementary. 
The foimer is necessary if the people are 
to be mobilised to change the way we 
are governed. The latter is necessary if 
the working class is going to provide 
political leadership and become the van¬ 
guard of the movement for democracy 
and socialism. In this way a democratic 
movement can produce the growth of a 
mass party. 

Hence we did not reject Respect out 
of hand, but sought to change its aims 
and policies. But the SWP-Galloway 
bloc made no concessions. Our amo¬ 
rous advances were rebuffed. We were 
unable to meet Galloway as requested. 
We did not secure any greater clarity over 
the aims and strategy of Respect. Nor 
were any of our amendments accepted 
into the policy statement. No surprises. 

The negative response from Respect 
does not mean we will be knocked off 
course simply because our proposals 


were rejected. We have to carry on the 
fight, but in a different way. We should 
continue our ‘yes’ to constructive en¬ 
gagement, but add ‘no’ to joining Re¬ 
spect. In the face of conference 
decisions, it would be wrong to join. It 
would imply we were not serious in fight¬ 
ing for our policies. The DPSA must 
make it absolutely clear that the outcome 
of the conference was not acceptable to 
us. 

However if we refuse to join we have 
to explain the reasons why. Had all or any 
of our proposals been accepted, it would 
have been difficult, if not politically im¬ 
possible, to turn round and refuse to join. 
It would have appealed that we acted in 
bad faith in proposing amendments. Our 
alternative proposals would be seen as 
neither serious nor considered, and we 
would be exposed as sectarians. So not 
joining Respect was and remains a tacti¬ 
cal question, not some absolute moral 
principle. We should not rule out join¬ 
ing Respect in the future. 

‘Britain at the crossroads’ did not start 
from an abstract call for a workers' party, 
but from the development of a real, liv¬ 
ing mass movement. The anti-war move¬ 
ment brought millions onto the streets, 
involving working class and middle 
class people and a range of political par¬ 
ties, religious groups, trade unions, etc. 
This movement was implicitly a demo¬ 
cratic movement. The task of the Social¬ 
ist Alliance was to relate to this 
movement and transform it into a con¬ 
sciously democratic and social move¬ 
ment and, in doing this, begin to 
transform itself into a workers’ party. 

Respect is not a movement for democ¬ 
racy and the SA is not a broad-based 
workers’ party. They are half-baked ver¬ 
sions of both, riven with contradictions. 
Our task is to continue with construc¬ 
tive and critical engagement in both. But 
we can do so confident that our inter¬ 
vention is based on what is objectively 


necessary and possible. Our arguments 
can have real political force. 

A broad democratic movement leads 
directly to the vexed question of repub¬ 
licanism. This is the ‘democratic deficit’ 
at the heart of Respect’s politics. Respect 
says: “There is a crisis of representation, 
a democratic deficit, at the heart of poli¬ 
tics in Britain. We aim to offer a solution 
to this crisis” (Founding declaration). 
But it fails to explain either the crisis of 
representation or the democratic deficit. 
It does not say how we can solve the 
latter. It claims to “offer a solution to this 
crisis”, but then fails to say what that 
solution is. This is not serious politics. 

Any real democratic movement or 
socialist organisation in Britain must 
have a firm, principled and militantly 
hostile opposition to all royal and heredi¬ 
tary institutions. This is not simply a 
matter of the corruption of democratic 
values which monarchy symbolises. It 
is because the constitutional monarchy 
as a system of government enables and 
facilitates a massive concentration of 
political power in the hands of the execu¬ 
tive and bureaucracy. 

The failure of Respect to adopt a 
democratic republican policy was a ma¬ 
jor political mistake, which reflects a lack 
of understanding and commitment to 
genuine democracy. Any progressive 
organisation which has such contempt 
for the sovereignty of the people can¬ 
not expect to gain their trust and confi¬ 
dence. In opposing republicanism 
Respect will be seen as lacking any real 
commitment to democratic principles. 

Let me sum up the key points. Respect 
has been founded on a false political 
perspective. Its short-term aim is to win 
seats in elections. Its long-term aims - 
whether to build a movement or a party 
- are confused. Its rejection of policies 
on democracy, republicanism, immigra¬ 
tion controls and representatives to be 
paid only a workers’ wage was motivated 
by opportunism. It is an electoral front 
for the SWR The founding conference 
failed to convince the majority of the 
DPSA, CPB, AGS, SP and WP that the 
project is credible. 

Given the “crisis of representation” 
and the “democratic deficit”, the failure 
of the coalition to adopt a democratic 
republican policy is a major error. Not only 
does this indicate that Respect does not 
have the policies to fill the democratic 
vacuum, but that it has no respect for the 
sovereignty of the people, whether in 
England, Ireland, Scotland or Wales. The 
working class can have no confidence 
or trust in any organisation which lacks 
commitment to democratic principles and 
to building a genuinely democratic cul¬ 
ture both in society and within Respect 
itself. The failure to oppose immigration 
controls was motivated purely by elec¬ 
toral considerations. 

In the light of the above considera¬ 
tions the DPSA should not join Respect. 
Our task is to raise the political con¬ 
sciousness of the working class and 
encourage workers to organise politi¬ 
cally. Refusing to join is a useful means 
of explaining what it is necessary to do. 
We are not refuseniks because we are 
opposed to building a broad democratic 
republican and social movement. On the 
contrary we are refuseniks because Re¬ 
spect is neither a genuine democratic 
and social movement nor a working 
class party. 

If the ‘R’ in Respect is not for republi¬ 
canism, then the coalition is not even a 
democratic alliance, never mind a social¬ 
ist one • 
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INTERVIEW 

On the left of Wales 


Leanne Wood is a Plaid Cymru member 
of the Welsh assembly. Mark Fischer spoke 
to her after the February 11 Wales 
Communist Forum in Cardiff 



hen did you become a 
socialist? 

I’ve always intuitively felt 
I was a socialist. I remem¬ 
ber being in school and feeling an iden¬ 
tity with what I understood socialism to 
be. Towards the end of the 90s I started 
discussing ideas seriously with people 
inside Plaid Cymru and people outside 
it. I was then that my ideas solidified, I 
suppose. 

But why would a socialist join Plaid 
Cymru? 

The Labour Party in the Rhondda - 
where I grew up - was simply not an 
option. The local MP was awful and the 
local councillors were corrupt, stagnant 
and very rightwing. If they were council¬ 
lors somewhere else, they would have 
happily been Tories. Politically, I viewed 
the Labour Party here as a rightwing, 
bureaucratic machine. 

I looked at the Communist Patty and 
other left parties. This left seemed very 
split, very insular and more interested in 
fighting itself. Then when I went to uni¬ 
versity in Pontypridd, I first came across 
serious antagonism to the Welsh lan¬ 
guage. Growing up in the Rhondda, this 
wasn’t an issue ... 

But you don’t speak Welsh, do you? 

No, I’m a learner. But it’s the language of 
my country and I don’t want it to simply 
die. But I did find through being active 
in student union politics that there was 
a group of New Labour students - most 
from England, by chance - who were 
vociferously against the Welsh language 
and culture. They were chauvinists, re¬ 
ally. That prompted my move towards 
Plaid. 

How do you see the left’s view of the 
national question in the UK? 

We get accused in PC of being isolation¬ 
ists, nationalists. But if you scratch the 
surface of some of those arguments, 
you’ll find a British nationalism, a de¬ 
fence of the integrity of the British state. 
So I find that hypocritical. 

There are two kinds of nationalism. 
Small-nation nationalism is about a coun¬ 
try struggling for its liberation. The na¬ 
tionalism of an imperialist nation is a 
totally different entity. I think our philoso¬ 
phy is more anft-imperialist. 

But whether its small nationalism or 
big nationalism, surely it has nothing 
to do with genuine socialism? It 
presumes a community that does 
not exist -1 feel no empathy with 
Michael Howard because we are 
both Welsh. 

Me neither! Yes, there has to be class 
unity. I have more in common with a 
worker in the north east of England than 
with a country landowner in Cowbridge. 
But then, the vast majority of people in 
Wales are working class ... 

The vast majority of people in 
England are working class. 

Yes. But many consistently vote right- 
wing ... 

They don’t, consistently. 

Okay, perhaps that’s overstating it. But 
it certainly is true that if you look at elec¬ 
toral results for England and Wales over 
the last century, Wales has consistently 
voted to the left of England. Scotland is 
different: it’s had its ‘tartan Tory’ tradi¬ 
tion as well. That doesn’t exist in Wales 
and never has - it is a far more working 
class country. There hasn’t been a 
strong native ruling class in Wales in the 
same sense as Scotland and England. 

That’s what makes Wales interesting. 
Nationalism here is more class- based. So 
its not so much that we are against class 
solidarity in Britain: I am more in favour 
of moving towards a class solidarity that 
is initially European-wide, then world¬ 
wide. I believe we have more opportu¬ 
nity to make advances for our class if we 
break out of the confines of the UK state. 
So, yes to a federal Europe. But no 
to a federal Britain. 


I want to see the countries of Britain as 
part of a federal Europe, as independent 
entities. 

Are your views typical of those on 
the left of Plaid? - frankly, on some 
questions, you sound like a Trot. 

No, the left doesn’t all talk in these terms. 
But PC is interesting because the mem¬ 
bership is very much to the left of the 
leadership. Over the years, we have 
passed quite radical policy positions, 
but die leadership has then failed to fight 
to for those policies. 

I don’t like to split Wales up politically 
as we have far more in common as a peo¬ 
ple than differences. The political tradi¬ 
tions of north and south Wales do have 
some unique features, of course, hi the 
south, our experience was marked by die 
miners’ struggles, and other industrial 
battles over the years have shaped peo¬ 
ple’s consciousness in a particular way. 
In the north, the equivalent was the im¬ 
portant struggle around die slate mines, 
for example. The north has a 
predominatedly agricultural tradition - 
but that has had its extremely radical 
moments also. So I see Wales as a unity, 
really 

Despite that, the people of Wales 
would in general like to see things in 
society organised in a different way. I’m 
not suggesting that everyone here ad¬ 
vocates a revolution to overthrow capi¬ 
talism, but there is real feeling that 
change should happen. I don’t think 
Wales would have gone to war with Iraq, 
for example. We would have used our 
vote in the UN against military aggres¬ 
sion, I believe. 

What we are trying to do as the left in 
Plaid is generate as much discussion as 
possible. There are lots of people who 
now identify with the internet magazine 
Treban Coch, a publication very much 
on tiie left of Plaid. Debate is vital, as 
diere is a wide range of ideas within PC, 
but a general consensus that we want it 
to be on the left of die political spectrum 
and we want our leadership to fight for 
left policies. 

The left in Plaid tend to be younger, 
tend to mostiy concentrated in the south 


- aldiough that’s partly accounted for 
by the difficulty of travel inside 
Wales. 

What does that left believe in? 
How does it reconcile its version 
of socialism with nationalism? 

We embraced the motion for inde¬ 
pendence as a means to turn back 
some of the historical disadvantages 
Wales has suffered, as capitalism has 
developed in Britain. Europe be¬ 
comes a key forum for those disad¬ 
vantages to be addressed - although 
some of us are stronger on the fight 
for a workers’ Europe than others. 

We also try to develop a radical 
campaigning profile for the party - 
being involved in grassroots cam¬ 
paigning. 

Yes, but how does all this knit 
together? How does the call for 
independence, the day-to-day 
mechanics of what you do in the 
assembly and then the fairly bog- 
standard campaigning work fit 
with the socialism of the left in 
Plaid? What’s the bridge? 

It’s about making people think, try¬ 
ing to raise consciousness. In this, I 
think the assembly has to be used 
primarily as a platform for socialism, 
not a means to socialism itself. Debate 
and discussion amongst the general 
left is absolutely key - Plaid Cymru is 
hardly going to change the world by 
itself. At the same time, we need some 
unity in action - which is often hard, 
given the state of the left today! 

I think Plaid has changed quite dra¬ 
matically. There are small numbers of 
people who still would adhere to a 
very conservative version of nation¬ 
alism, but they are in a tiny minority 
in the party now. They have been 
defeated, pretty much. The only area 
that remains contentious in that con¬ 
text is the debate on the Welsh lan¬ 
guage. 

I think some people, both inside 
and outside Plaid, and all over Wales 
in fact, have such a passionate com¬ 
mitment to the survival of the lan¬ 
guage, that they have a knee-jerk 


reaction to what they see as any threat 
to it. Some elements have made state¬ 
ments whose logic - if they thought it 
through - would be quite abhorrent, even 
to the people making them. But the party 
as a whole is clear that the solution to 
this problem is not a Tace’-based one, 
or a matter of chauvinism against an Eng¬ 
lish ‘invasion’. 

I view the left outside PC with a lot of 
sadness, disappointment and frustra¬ 
tion. There is so much energy and talent 
there, but so much of it is spent on at¬ 
tacking each other. Why can’t we gal¬ 
vanise our energy in attacking our real 
enemies? I personally am very much 
committed to working with other com¬ 
rades and organisations on the left - but 
they often drive me up the wall. 

In this context, the opportunity of¬ 
fered by the Respect coalition was po¬ 
tentially very good. But as soon as 
George Galloway told us that everyone 
is included in Wales - apart from Plaid 
Cymru - that was that. How does he 
reconcile that with his soft attitude to the 
Scottish Socialist Party - does he really 
think he is going to beat us down here 
in Wales? Add to that the apparent lack 
of democracy in the new organisation, 
the way the matt appeared to be making 
policy on the hoof, and we seem to have 
another wasted opportunity. 

The Socialist Workers Party should be 
very wary of developing a new version 
of the cult of personality around George. 
A lot of attention seems to be focused 
around Galloway as an individual - and 
history shows how dangerous that is in 
politics. 

How can Galloway demand that Plaid 
drops its demand for independence 
when none of the other partners have 
been given political ultimatums in this 
way? So sharia law is okay, but not 
Welsh nationalism? I find that astound¬ 
ing. 

You’re right that sterile, sectarian 
divisions on the left are useless. But 
there are serious differences here - 
we have to debate them in a serious 
way. That doesn’t rule out organisa¬ 
tional unity. 

Sure, but sometimes the divisions 
seem petty, not the questions being 
debated. There are so many versions 
of what happened in Spain in 1936,1 
am now confused, whereas I once 
thought I knew where I stood. It’s 
important - we have to learn from his¬ 
tory and not repeat its errors. But we 
are talking about fine-tuning our 
theory to deal with a revolutionary 


situation in Britain, which is nowhere 
near at the present time. Surely we 
have to get a sense of perspective - 
otherwise the left seems like a com¬ 
pletely alien world. A lot of younger 
people I come across feel this. They 
reject what they understand as social¬ 
ism, as they see it as a lot of small sects 
squabbling amongst themselves. 

I’m not advocating some dumbed- 
down workerism, where nothing matters 
unless it’s of immediate interest to ‘the 
workers’. But there must be relevance - 
you were talking about the link between 
my activity and socialism earlier. But 
what about the link between the social¬ 
ism of die left and its present-day activ¬ 
ity in society? I think the debate we 
started to have at last night’s forum 
about what die teim ‘working class’ ac¬ 
tually means in contemporary society is 
a vital one - how do we make our under¬ 
standing of class relevant to the people 
if there are conflicting understandings, 
conflicting versions? 

Yet you call yourself a “committed 
socialist” on the national assembly 
website - how many versions of 
‘socialism’ are outthere? Surely this 
is a matter for struggle and clarifi¬ 
cation, not a question of blurring 
edges? Otherwise we end up with 
an opportunist project, trying to find 
short cuts around hard questions. 
Okay, true. But there’s a balance. Politics 
continues to move to the right. Millions 
are disillusioned and are disengaging. 
There has to be a balance between in¬ 
tensive, private, specialised debates 
about the content of what we think and 
telling the mass of people out diere what 
we actually stand for. 

Otherwise, they will have nowhere to 
go - they will view us as people with our 
heads up our arses. We need to concen¬ 
trate on what unites us. 

So much more unites us than divides 
us? 

Yes, of course! 

Like the working class in Britain? If 
yes, why not voluntary unity - a 
federal republic? 

Because we have to redress the balance. 
Everything is skewed towards London 
and the south east of England - politi- 
cady, economically and socially. The ‘pe¬ 
riphery’ gets shafted and has done so 
historically. 

To turn that round, to remove the na¬ 
tional resentments which could act as a 
barrier to working class unity, the Welsh 
people must have the power to deter¬ 
mine their own future • 


Separatism or 
building unity? 

T he CPGB hosted a debate with Leanne Wood at our February 
11 Cardiff Communist Forum around the question, ‘Is there a 
Welsh road to socialism?’ The exchange of views proved useful, not 
least because debate within the left in Wales is such a rarity. 

Leanne argued that nationalism was an essential component of a 
socialist perspective, since the dominance of England within the UK 
makes it impossible to enact socialist policies in Wales. Yet at the 
same time the comrade conceded that genuine socialism in one 
country was “impossible” and that what was required “a revolution” - 
a confused perspective. 

Speaking for the CPGB, Mark Fischer countered that there was 
nothing in the DNA of England that made it less socialist potentially 
than Wales. He argued that, whilst socialists should undoubtedly seek 
to abolish the United Kingdom, this did not mean that workers in 
Wales should separate from their class brothers and sisters in 
England (or Scotland, for that matter). Instead, socialists must 
demand a federal republic of England, Scotland and Wales. Leanne 
expressed some sympathy for a federal republic, but posed it in terms 
of a federal republic of Europe • 

Cameron Richards 
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REVIEW 


Hiding their views 

Karl Marx and Fredrich Engels Communist manifesto (introduction 
Chris Harman), Bookmarks classic, London 2003, pp33, £1 


T his new edition of this foundational 
work is of particular interest because of 
its introduction, written by Chris Har¬ 
man, editor of Socialist Worker. It is clearly 
aimed at the new audience the Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party is trying to win: “hi Seattle at the end 
of the 20th century a new anti-capitalist move¬ 
ment was bom,” Harman glowingly writes. 
"This remains the manifesto for it” (p4). 

To this end, he emphasises the democratic 
aspects of the Communist manifesto , talking 
of the “clear distinction” of Marx and Engels 
between “those who believe socialism comes 
about by a few people at the top of society 
doing things for the majority at the bottom, 
and their own notion of socialism coming from 
below, with the people taking revolutionary 
action on their own behalf.” This line of de¬ 
marcation has been the “central question 
within the socialist movement” since the pub¬ 
lication of the Manifesto and “is a central line 
of division with the anti-capitalist movement 
worldwide today” (p4). 

Of course, it really is quite deliciously ironic 
to read this sort of stuff from SWP leaders. 
These comrades head an organisation that - 
like others on the British left - bears more fea¬ 
tures in common with p/-e-Marxist, conspira¬ 
torial sects than a genuine communist party. 
For instance, how does this quote, taken from 
the Manifesto’s final stirring paragraphs, 
square with the SWP’s practice in Respect 
today, or the Socialist Alliance yesterday? - 
“The communists disdain to conceal their 
views and aims. They openly declare that their 
ends can be attained only by the forcible over¬ 
throw of all existing social relations” (p30). 

The SWP majority at the January 25 Re¬ 
spect convention consistently voted to 
present policies to the mass of the electors on 
‘super Thursday’ June 10 that they quite ex¬ 
plicitly characterise as non-Marxist, as inad¬ 
equate and untrue. And who could forget the 
immortal words of John Rees - words that 
should be emblazoned over the entrance of 
the opportunist hall of fame? Addressing the 
“remarkable convention” and speaking di¬ 
rectly to his SWP comrades, he told them that 
“we fought for the declaration and voted 
against the things we believed in, because 
while the people here are important, they are 
not as important as the millions out there ... 
We voted for what they want” ( Weekly Worker 
January 29). 

In other words, the SWP is attempting to 
piggy-back its way into the European parlia¬ 
ment simply by holding up a mirror to what it 
imagines is the existing consciousness of the 
class. Not by openly fighting for what it re¬ 
gards as die truth, no matter how initially un¬ 
popular. How will this represent a step forward 
for socialism, which is the .ve//-liberation of the 
working class? Or do comrade Rees and co 
imagine that their new version of ‘socialism’ 
now “comes about by a few people at the top 
of society doing things for the majority at the 
bottom”? 

Of course, tliis is a recurring problem for the 
SWP - just as it was for the Soviet bureauc¬ 
racy before them. This parasitic caste sat 
astride a society bom out of the death of the 
workers’ revolution. Thus, it had to make con¬ 
stant reference to the revolutionary origins of 
the society to maintain its coherence and so¬ 
cial viability. It mass-produced the collected 
works of great revolutionaries - however much 
the vision of the likes of Marx and Engels 
clashed with the grim reality of the society the 
bureaucracy actually led. 

The present-day leadership of the SWP is 
not the Soviet bureaucracy, of course. But the 
two do have something in common. Orthodox 
Marxism contradicts the SWP’s practice, its 
ideology and organisation. Yet cast an eye 
over any reasonably well stocked SWP lit stall 
and there you will see seminal works of Marx¬ 
ism that flatly contradict much of what weighs 
down the rest of the table, let alone the prac¬ 
tice of the SWPers standing behind it. 

Comrade Hannan tells us that the Manifesto 
is “the most important political pamphlet ever 



written” (pi). It consists of “40 pages of of¬ 
ten near-poetic language” (ibid). And above 
all, it is a “text for today” (p4). Yeah, yeah, 
yeah, comrade - all true, but aren’t we still 
missing a little something here? Like what the 
thing actually is: ie, a programme. Without 
becoming too philosophical, the significant 
silence of comrade Harman on tliis is far more 
instructive than his tired homilies. 

It is firmly imbedded in SWP culture that a 
party programme is a thoroughly bad idea. 
The last time the organisation debated this 
question with any degree of seriousness was 
in the early 1990s. Prominent member Gareth 
Jenkins - in a contribution taken as an unof¬ 
ficial leadership reply to internal calls for a 
programme commission - actually went as far 
as to state that, just like the SWP, “the Bol¬ 
sheviks were light-minded about pro¬ 
grammes, but principled in practice” (SWP 
Internal Bulletin No3, November 1991). 

An even more telling comment was made 
by Maureen Watson (subsequently expelled, 
oddly enough) at the session on ‘Centrism 
and ultra-leftism’ at the SWP’s annual Marx¬ 
ism school in 1990. She confidently misin¬ 
formed her audience that “Lenin would be 
turning in his grave, at the thought of being 
bound hand and foot by a programme” (cited 
in Republican Marxist July 1990). 

Comrade Watson’s foolish remark tells us 
nothing about the Bolsheviks - in fact, Lxnin 
was at pains to emphasise the “tremendous 



importance of a programme for the consoli¬ 
dation and consistent activity of a political 
party” (VI Ixnin CW Vol 4, Moscow 1977, 
p229). It tells us everything about the SWP, 
however. When you are building a sect, a 
programme can be not simply a nuisance, but 
an actual obstacle to the opportunist manoeu¬ 
vres of the leadership. 

For us, “the programme is the foundation 
for the building of the Communist Party, [in 
that] it firmly links our continuous and all-en¬ 
compassing agitational work with the ultimate 
aim of communism; it represents the dialecti¬ 
cal unity between revolutionary theory and 
revolutionary practice. [It] thus establishes 
the basis for agreed revolutionary action and 
is the standard, the reference point, around 
which the voluntary unity of Party members 
is built and concretised” (J Conrad Which 
road? London 1991, p235). As a centrist for¬ 
mation, the SWP must keep itself ‘free’ to 
adapt to prevailing moods and prejudices. 
Respect is simply the latest - and so far the 
worst - opportunist lurch of a leadership with 
no “standard”, no “reference point”, against 
which its membership can hold it to account. 

Hannan and co travel very light, for all then' 
praise of the "most important political pam¬ 
phlet ever written”. Who knows where they 
will end up? Hopefully somewhere near Marx¬ 
ism, and we must play our part in ensuring 
that they do • 

Ian Mahoney 


Fighting fund 

A little something 


T hat old red warhorse, comrade TR, has 
helped us out again this week with a 
£60 cheque ‘Tor papers and fund” -1 make 
that £6 for sales and a whopping £54 do¬ 
nation towards our £500 fighting fund for 
February. Thank you, comrade: you 
never let us down. 

This week’s post also brought in a very 
welcome £20 from KP and £10 from BC. 
These donations, together with a total of 
£170 that has just come through in stand¬ 
ing order contributions, takes us up to 
£409. Although of course we are well on 
target, don’t forget that February is a short 
month and there are actually only another 
10 days to go. 

Plenty of time, though, for a few of our 
web readers to send a gift our way via the 


PayPal facility that can be found on 
cpgb.org.uk. Although 8,130 read us on¬ 
line last week, and 1,302 copies of the last 
issue were downloaded, nobody thought 
to leave a little something behind, so I’m 
hoping the next seven days will make up 
for it with a msh of cyberspace donations. 
Come on. all you plastic-wielding internet 
supporters - show us your appreciation, 
wherever you are. 

We have a real chance to break right 
through the £500 barrier, so please, com¬ 
rades, don’t leave it to somebody else • 

Robbie Rix 


Ask for a bankers order form, 
or send cheques, payable to 
Weekly Worker 


What we 
fight for 

■ Our central aim is the organisation of communists, revolu¬ 
tionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically advanced 
workers into a Communist Party. Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with the highest form of organisa¬ 
tion it is everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communists Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many so-called ‘parties’ on the 
left. In reality they are confessional sects. Members who 
disagree with the prescribed ‘line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

■ Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek to 
achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, members have the 
right to speak openly and form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

■ Communists oppose the neo-conservative war plans of 
the Project for the New American Century and all imperial¬ 
ist wars but constantly strive to bring to the fore the funda¬ 
mental question - ending war is bound up with ending capi¬ 
talism. 

■ Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every mani¬ 
festation of national sectionalism. It is an internationalist 
duty to uphold the principle, ‘One state, one party’. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a Communist Party 
oftheEU. 

■ The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

■ Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with war, 
pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system capi¬ 
talism can only be superseded globally. All forms of na¬ 
tionalist socialism are reactionary and anti-working class. 

■ The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. They 
will resist using every means at their disposal. Communists 
favour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be read¬ 
ied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland and a United 
States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions 
transformed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

■ Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 

It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’sSoviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

■ Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither wars, exploita¬ 
tion, money, classes, states nor nations. Communism is gen¬ 
eral freedom and the real beginning of human history. 

■ All who accept these principles are urged to join the 
Communist Party. 
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Solidarity with 
working class 
forces of 
resistance 


Bush 


T wo months after the capture of 
Saddam Hussein, it is becoming 
clearer and clearer that the US- 
UK coalition forces are em¬ 
broiled in an extremely sticky and dan¬ 
gerous quagmire. 

The US military, fearful of a rising tide 
of casualties, last autumn adopted a tac¬ 
tic straight out of Vietnam. ‘Iraqification’ 
simply echoed the failed ‘ Vietnamisation’ 
of a generation earlier, trying to rapidly 
recruit and train an indigenous Iraqi army 
and police force to do the fighting for the 
invaders and hopefully put a dampener 
on the casualty rate of US troops, at the 
same time ‘stabilising’ the country. But 
several formidable blows to these new 
forces by Iraqi resistance fighters have 
made this look increasingly unfeasible. 

Two enormous bombs - one hitting a 
police station in Iskandiriya (south of 
Baghdad) on FebruarylO; the second at 
a Baghdad army recruitment centre the 
following day - had devastating results, 
each causing over 50 deaths, mainly of 
police, troops and those queuing to join 
the new US puppet state forces. And if 
that was not enough for the space of less 
than a week, on February 14 rebel fight¬ 
ers shouting “Allah akhbar” rampaged 
through a police station in Fallujah, 
shooting dead well over a dozen police 
and freeing up to a hundred prisoners, 
many of whom were believed to be in¬ 
surgents or their sympathisers held by 
the occupying forces. These extremely 
audacious and indeed shattering blows 
to the morale and reputation of the 
‘Iraqifiers’ show a real growth in confi¬ 
dence of the resistance forces, and are 
an extremely ominous development for 
the Anglo-US coalition. 

The coalition hope is, given the deep 
military and political problems that 
threaten to mount up and destroy Bush’s 
presidency, that the White House will be 
able to use the new ‘Iraqified’ forces as a 
cover for at least a pretence of disen¬ 
gagement, handing over the formal ap¬ 
pearance of power to their appointed Iraqi 
puppet regime, while of course keeping 
a massive but hopefully less conspicu¬ 
ous garrison there as guarantors. But 
there are so many obstacles in the way 
of this now that it looks extremely un¬ 
likely that any remotely convincing pup¬ 
pet can be put in place before the 
scheduled June ‘handover’. Without 
being propped up by US firepower, such 
a regime would likely not stay in power 
for more than a few weeks, on current 
form. The one thing the United States 
fears above all is genuinely free elections 
in Iraq. The result would certainly bring 
to power a regime mortally hostile to the 
US colonial presence, likely dominated 
by the clerical caste of the majority shia 
population. 

Anecdotally, in terms of reports in the 
imperialist media - which, however dis¬ 
torted, are the main source of information 
about Iraq at present - it is not at all clear 
who is carrying out these attacks. The 
Americans seem eager to blame groups 
of sunni insurgents linked to A1 Qa’eda, 
supposedly trying to foment a civil war 
between shia and sunni as part of a con¬ 
spiracy to ‘destabilise’ Iraq. Indeed, it 
does appear to be the case that there is 
some confusion among Iraqi organisa¬ 
tions as to precisely which insurgent 
group is responsible - groups with sup¬ 
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port amongst both sunni and shia have 
condemned the attacks, leading to all 
kinds of speculation as to their authorship. 
Some have even pointed to the apparent 
reluctance of US forces stationed nearby 
to intervene when the Fallujah police sta¬ 
tion was so devastatingly invaded to back 
up suspicions that the US might be be¬ 
hind some of these attacks for some kind 
of nefarious propaganda purposes. 

Anything is possible, but this seems an 
unlikely scenario. The reason for the fail¬ 
ure to step in could equally be lack of 
morale and an understandable desire for 
self-preservation among US troops, as 
well as simple military caution. There are 
after all beginning to surface reports of a 
major increase in nervous breakdowns 
and suicides among GIs in Iraq. And of 
course the Americans are well aware of the 
potential consequences of being drawn 
into some kind of trap: a major military loss 
like the one they suffered in Lebanon in 
November 1983, when a single truck bomb 
killed 241 US marines, could really ignite 
mass active opposition to the war in the 
United States itself - particularly now it is 
becoming widely and publicly known how 
the government lied, both about the 
WMD issue, as with Blair, and, more reso¬ 
nantly in the United States, about the pur¬ 
ported connections of the former Iraqi 
regime with A1 Qa’eda islamist terrorists. 

Many, including among anti-war activ¬ 
ists, are taking up this point, noting that, 
while there was no presence of A1 Qa’eda 
in Iraq while the Saddam regime was in¬ 
tact and in power, there certainly appears 
to be so now, with the rise of murderous 
attacks on such institutions as the Red 
Cross, the United Nations, the occupying 
forces and now the proto-state Iraqi aux¬ 
iliaries the US is trying to set up as a front 
for continued occupation. However, it is 
probably wise to maintain a sceptical view 
of such claims: the spectacular actions 
carried out by armed resistance forces 
have not been proven to have any inter¬ 
national dimension to them - in terms of 
coordination with attacks on British and 
US forces outside Iraq, for example - and 
these attacks make perfect sense as part 
of a nationalist strategy of making Iraq un¬ 
governable for the occupiers, and thereby 
paralysing their work. 

The he that the former Iraqi regime was 
in some way connected to 9/11, and was 
likely to hand over its purported weapons 
of mass destruction to the likes of Osama 
bin Laden, played a roughly analogous 
role, in the aftermath of the World Trade 
Center atrocity, as Blair’s lies about WMD 
did in Britain, albeit with qualitatively 
greater mass resonance. But this too is 
beginning to unravel, after the resignation 
of US chief weapons inspector David Kay 
over the failure to find any such weapons, 
and the start of the presidential election 
campaign, with Bush under real pressure 
from political opponents who regard a 
large component of his foreign policy 
adventures as unwise from the point of 
view of the long-term strategic interests 
of American capital. The Democrats are 
also caught in a cleft stick. The likes of 
senator John Kerry certainly do not want 
to see the destabilisation and fall of Bush 
in any radical way. They want to gain of¬ 
fice in order to pick up the pieces, to clear 
up the mess in Iraq with the minimum long¬ 
term damage to US imperialism. 

That will not be easy, and would itself 
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require some kind of fairly prolonged US 
military presence in Iraq. To even get the 
chance to do that, however, they have 
to deflate Bush slowly, and that involves 
a certain political risk - the risk being that, 
as Bush’s lies over 9/11 and Iraq are ex¬ 
posed, when those conned by a mixture 
of political backwardness, fear and igno¬ 
rance into supporting Bush’s war learn 
the truth, many may turn against the US 
war machine itself. Thus there are real 
opportunities for the left and the anti-war 
movement in the United States to make 
significant gains out of what is likely to 
prove a prolonged, messy debacle. 

Communists unconditionally defend 
the right of Iraq to independence from 
the current colonial occupation: we de¬ 
mand the immediate withdrawal of all 
imperialist troops. We certainly welcome 
the military blows struck against the coa¬ 
lition imperialist forces that have played 
an important role in bringing first Blair 
and now, it seems, Bush to the brink of 
major political crises. We are for the de¬ 
feat of our own ruling classes in this ra¬ 
pacious war. 

At the same time, it really is not clear 
just who is doing the fighting or what 
their real political programme is. It looks 
likely, however, that the forces involved 
are motivated by a mixture of nationalist 


and islamic-religious sentiments, ex¬ 
pressed as a political programme perhaps 
in the formation of something akin to an 
Iraqi equivalent of Hamas or Hizbollah. 
That appears to be most likely, 
problematised by the sunni-shia sectar¬ 
ian divide in Arabic Iraq, given the his¬ 
torically low ebb that democratic, 
socialist and communist forms of radi¬ 
calism have reached with the miserable 
failure of secular Arab nationalism (per¬ 
sonified in a degenerate form in Iraq by 
Saddam himself), and pro-Soviet ‘com¬ 
munism’ to liberate the Arab masses 
from bondage and oppression. 

This problem is a complex one, to 
which there are no easy solutions. The 
growth of radical islamic sentiments and 
movements is a product of imperialist 
oppression in particular historical circum¬ 
stances - the undoubted reality of sav¬ 
age national oppression without appar¬ 
ent end or secular solution that blights 
the Arab world has produced this self- 
flagellating ideology that opposes mod¬ 
ern-day oppression by trying to resur¬ 
rect older and more ‘traditional’ 
oppressions. Yet to him away from the 
struggle against national oppression, to 
equate the islamist movements with the 
imperialist oppressors themselves, or 
even to appear to welcome the imperial¬ 


ists as in some sense liberators, as some 
leftists in the region do, is to hand the 
political weapon of outright opposition 
to imperialism over to the islamists. 

We need class solidarity with those 
in Iraq who are fighting to building inde¬ 
pendent working class parties and or¬ 
ganisations, but they must also 
recognise that they will fail utterly if they 
do not succeed in placing themselves at 
the head of the struggle against all forms 
of oppression. Including of course the 
despair of national oppression, which 
feeds the growth of politicised nostal¬ 
gia for the days of Arab/muslim world 
power under the medieval caliphates. It 
is likely that it will take real blows against 
imperialism - by an international work¬ 
ing class revolutionary movement, 
rooted both in the Middle East and the 
imperialist centres of North America and 
Europe - to finally politically eclipse the 
hold of radical islamic sentiment on the 
consciousness of the Arab masses. 

But a start can be made today in this 
task, by the political engagement of so¬ 
cialists and communists with the global 
anti-war movement that has played its 
part in ensuring the coalition imperialists 
pay a political price for their rape and 
pillage of Iraq • 

Ian Donovan 
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